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Congress and the 
Beer Problem 


Foreword 


WHEN the House of Represeniatives, 
on December 21, passed the bill, introduced by Represen- 
tative James W. Collier, Democrat, of Mississippi, chair- 
man of the Committee on Ways and Means, making legal 
the production and sale of beer, the opponents of prohibi- 
tion gained their first legislative victory in fifteen years 
and started on what a hope will be a march toward the 
absolute repeal of the Eighteenth Amendment to the Con- 
stitution. 

As the Dicest goes to press, the Collier bill is before 
the Senate Committee on the Judiciary and the fight in 
the Senate is just beginning. it will be a hard fight 
is admitted by even the most enthusiastic of the bill’s su 
porters who, while highly elated over the results of 
vote in the House, have no illusions as to the situation 


® in the Senate. 


In the House the Collier bill was a Democratic party 
measure, with all the strength of the Democratic leader- 
ship back of it. In addition to this, the House rules make 
it easy for the majority to set a limit on debate and fix 
the time for a vote. 

These rules operated smoothly with the beer bill. It 
was eee seer bad | the Committee on Ways and Means after 

been held, was called up in the House, 
Seeted fe Geet two days and passed. 


The Democratic leaders mustered two-thirds of their 
party votes for the bill. The R did not take a 
stand on the bill but all allowed each Republican 
ember to vote as he chose, resulting in practically an 
even division of Republicans for and against the bill. 
The situation in the Senate is different. The D. socrats 
are not in Control of the Senate and even if were 
ee Se ee eee ee et gee to 
force prompt action if the minority declined to agree to it. 


In addition to this there are other elements that render 

prompt disposition of the bill doubtful. 
MWh tchare the of the bill when come 
to consider the outlook in the Senate is not: sur- 
out drys 


face evidence of opposition from the out 
but what lies underneath. 

The real and formidable oppesition in the Senate in- 
cludes the following elements : 

1. Out and out dry Senators who can, if they so elect, 
conduct a filibuster against a vote on the bill. This 
sould bs'cany ad tes ttetaamaia toga Of dea eae 
of time between now and March 4. 

2. Those Senators who, while wet, sincerely feel that 
it is a mistake to a beer bill before passing a resolu- 
tion for the repeal of the Eighteenth Amendment. 

3. Friends of the whiskey and wine interests who are 
left out in the cold by the Collier bill. 

4. The whiskey and wine interests, themselves, who, 
while outwardly acquiescent in the action of the House, 
were so merely because they knew they could not stem 
the tide eal therefore piiamed to euthe Ghir Sekt te ie 


The position of the distillers and wine manufacturers 
is that if the restrictions are removed to the extent that 
the brewers may manufacture and sell beer, the brewers 
will then become opponents of repeal of the Eighteenth 
Amendment, since, without , they will have a mo- 
nopoly on the manufacture and sale of all alcoholic drinks. 

“Why,” ask the distillers and wine growers, “should 
the brewers work for repeal if it means nothing to them?” 

Wine grapes are grown in several localities in the 
United States, principally in California, Ohio and New 
York. Whiskey is distilled chiefly in Kentucky, Illinois 
and Pennsylvaina. 

So far as the out and out prohibitionists are concerned, 
their strategy is to play for time. In a majority of the 
states 1933 is a year for the meeting of legislatures, many 
of which meet only biennially. The drys have it ese 
out that the ee wave is at its crest now and 
that it will inevitably recede. Therefore, if they can hold 
back any sort of wet legislation at this session of Con- 
gress the legislatures meeting in 1933 will not have a Con- 

gressional example before them and that by the time 
they meet in 193 the situation will have changed and the 
dry forces will be stronger throughout the states. 


Therefore, with all these forces at work, the path of 
the Collier bill from now on is strewn with tough obsta- 
cles. If it passes the Senate there is a chance that Presi- 
dent Hoover will veto it, although he has given no indica- 
tion whatever as to what his attitude will be. 

In the meantime the supporters of the bill are working 
hard in the Senate to bring the bill to an early vote. Sen- 
ator Norris of Nebraska, chairman of the Committee 
on the Judiciary, whieh ot seer Ge Se 
the oa has announced that his committee act 


‘Thc Ball wil then be gout wo the Chieibleisin ds Boisiecn, 
of which Senator Smoot of Utah is chairman. This com- 
ee 

The supporters of the bill feel confident that can 
evernates. of eqgenition ee salen. § Sh oh ie Oe 
before March 4. If their claims are bornc out the final 
decision will rest with the White House. 











Liquor Regulation in America 


1619 to 1920 
by Ernest A. Grant 


Acrex PTS to regulate the use of intoxicating beverages 
are older than our American civilization. The first efforts 
at regulation by governmental decree, other than the in- 
hibitions against intoxication by the theocracies of the 
ancient world, are to be found in the records of the 13th 
century. The art of distillation of alcoholic 

was probably not discovered until several centuries of the 
Christian era had elapsed. All of the intoxication prior 
to this discovery was produced by the consumption of 
barley beer or other brewed beverages or by vinous liquors. 
The drunken debauches of ancient Greece; Babylonia; 
Egypt; Rome and the other empires of the past are be- 
lieved to have been due to barley beer and wine. 


When Henrick Hudson set foot on the shores of New 
York Bay and for the first time presented intoxicating 
to the natives, one of the chief’s became so 
dead that his comrades believed him dead. When 
finally roused from his stupor, he expressed such pleasure 
from the sensation that other Indians tried the intoxicat- 
ing beverage. As a result the Island was named “Man- 
hachtta-nienk,” which translated from the language of the 
Delaware Indians means, “The island where we all became 
intoxicated.” One tradition is that “Manhattan” is a 
corruption of this Indian term. 


Were we to attempt to list all of the regulations and 
legislation put into effect throughout the thirteen original 
colonies in dealing with the of 


intoxicating 
beverages, a large volume would be required. In almost 
every from the f of Jamestown in 1607, 
from landing of Hudson in 1609, and the establish- 
ment of the Plymouth and Massachusetts Colonies in 1620 
and 1621, up to the Revolutionary War, 
policies were adopted dealing with one phase or another 
= this question. In these oe however, it was 

regarded as a social evil in 

oe the 1 19th and 20th Centuries and consequently restric- 
tive measures looking toward cecreasing the consumption 
of alcoholic liquors were aimed at the individual and ex- 
cessive consumption. In the foliswing chronological ar- 
rangement only a sufficient number of instances are re- 
ferred to to acquaint the reader with the nature of those 


early attempts toward regulation. 
1619 


Te Colonial Legislature of Virginia in a law against 
many of the vices of the riod included drunkenness and 


—— 7 should be publicly reproved by 


1629 


Tae Loudon office of the Massachusetts Colony ordered 
Governor Endicott to a the of intoxicating beve- 
rages to the savages “For our lucre sake,” that they might 





































at “excessive use or rather abuse of i at 
time ee t further 
ordered that any colonists drunk should be 


made an eile before all others. 


1630 


Tue custom of “ healths” was discontinued 
Guverser Windia 4f MUlisatiaastis whe genounend tan 
he wishes “others to do the like.” This is looked upon 
ao the fast tammaee ta Aaniicn, tek Gaenenion a 
drinking as a “social evil.” 


1633 


Tue Massachusetts Bay required that the Gov- 
nak ae “ wrter aeons Uk 
ground t “many are distempering 
drinks.” This is t it to be the first definite regulation 
of the sale of liquor in the Colonies. 

te Gh ee Oe eee Cy ee re 


ness in one’s own home. 


1638 

Tue first record of the distilation of brandy i 
onies is found, brandy being distilled by the Dutch on 
Staten Island, New York. 


1644 


z 


5 
e 
= 


an act taxing liquor for revenue. 
New York passed an act placing an excise tax on beer, 
wine and brandy. 
1650 
Connecticut a tariff on of . 
nr ao callie: ct kao va ee an 
act placing an exicse tax on the domestic manufacture 
of liquors. 
1654 


the 
preamble to which notwithstanding the great care 
this Court hath had and the laws made to expell that 
swinish sin of drunkenness, yet addicted to the 
vice find out ways to deceive the law.” 
1655 
Tux of New Haven enacted liquor regulatory 
laws and price at which it might 
be sold. 
1658 
Daunxarns by a liquor law 








enfranchising those who had been convicted of drunk- 
pnness three times. 


664 


VIDENCE that the consumption of malt liquors was be- 

ee intolerable in New York was found in an ordi- 

a in this year against the manufacture and 
malt liquors. 










1668 





me) He Indians a led to the New York authorities that 
mo liquor be sold to Indians eny = along the Hudson 
river and a few years later the Chiefs of the Delaware 
Indians made a similar appeal to the Pennsylvania author- 
mpities. 


~ 


Propasty the first prohibition against the sale of li 

on Sunday took place in this year when Rhode Island 

published a law to this effect. Other colonies at later 
Sedates enacted similar laws. 


1677 


K EstricTion of the number of places of sale appears in 

egislation enacted by Virginia in this year which provided 

at only two licenses could be granted in each county 
and they must be to Taverns. 


om! 683 


HE manufacture of liquor in Pennsylvania began under 
illiam Penn. 








ere ee OU 
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1686 


Law passed by South Carolina provided that only 
athose licensed by the Governor ould sell intoxicating 
liquors 


1728 


Sel HAT it was believed n a 
liquors at funerals is evidenced by "the fact 
Massachusetts, provided a gallon - wine and 2 pense 
rider for the funeral of — and in the foll 
an (year provided six gallons o Will lor 0 dads pagan 


1733-42 


) we of the first acts of Governor Og his 
me upo. 
val in from England was to d the im- 


portation of 2 t spirits as illegal. ae cmictne tk 
men: two years later enacted 


prohibition, but in 1742 it readiaded Get atten. * This 
prohibition of importation 


2 wee. apprenende and 
the coast. When smugg 
cmos ubdinoamines ee oe. : 
Overno > aaa drinking o' 


arc corto ber and even Went go fat at to provide 
ers with materials with which to make beer, but 

his iors Were wil accel. 

51756 

Pe Sileny ot Feumeyivanio eee’ a6 sense: Seley 
ing a heavy tax on importations of ardent spirits. It was 




























































































ot DO period Gt toss wes eae on 

the manufacture of spirits. The collection o of this tax 

in Western Pennsylvania was difficult. When the Fed- 

eral Government was established open rebellion out 

(1793) and it was necessary for President Washington 

ee 
the law 


1760 


A sour 1760 the Virginia Legislature purchased land 
near Williamsburg, Virginia, with a view to developing 
the wine-grape industry as a substitute for hard liquors. 
Whether this experiment was inherently a failure or 
whether more pressing attention was given to the coming 
Revolution, cannot be authentically stated. At any rate 
the Legislature considered the experiment a failure and 
conveyed the land to William and Mary College. It is 
to this day known as “The Vineyard.” 


1777 


Unnper the Articles of Confederation the Continental Con- 
gress did not have authority to enact legislation. That it 
did recognize the oe of regulation is evidenced by 
the resolution adopted on February 27, 1777, to the effect 
“that it be recommended to the several legislatures of the 
United States immediately to _ laws most effectual by 
putting an immediate stop to pernicious practice o 
distilling grain, by this the most extensive evils are likely 
to be derived, if not quickly prevented.” 


1789 


Tue first tariff bill enacted by the American 

and, the second act placed upon the statute books of tht 
United States under the Constitution, led for a tax 
on importations of rum and distilled liquors. 


1790 


placed upon the manufacture of distilled 
liquors while all other me measures were left en- 
tirely in the hands of state and municipal authorities. 
That the regulation of liquor was a major problem, how 
ever, is evidenced by a letter written Washing- 
ton, on March 31, 1789, in which he refe to drink as 
“the source of all evil and the ruin of half the workmen 
in the country.” 


1799 
Wren a view to di 
sell rum,. brandy, or other : 


two quarts, or beer, ale or 
oe | to one 


ion Fae mates te teen of Oe Se 
1800 


in Nelson County, Virginia, by M 





1802 

Concazss, 1 the recommendation of President Jeffer- 
son, enacted tion to restrain or prevent the sale of 
liquor among Indian tribes. 

1808 


Tue first permanent Temperance Society 
in the town of Moreau, Saratoga Coane New York. 


1812 


Tue General Conference of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church voted down the following resolution after it had 
been called up for consideration five successive times: 
“Resolved, that no stationed or local preacher shali retail 
spirituous or malt liquors, without forfeiting his minis- 
terial character among us.’ resolution was finally 
adopted in 1816. A century later the General Conference 
of the same church declared that “all the woes of perdi- 
tion lurk in the barroom.” 


i813 


To raise money with which to carry on the War of 1&12, 
placed an excise law in effect including licenses 
on retailers of “wines, spirituous liquors and f mer- 
chandise,” which taxes were to cease one year after the 
termination of the war. This Act of Congress contained 
the provision that no license should be granted to persons 
to sell such liquors or merchandise who were prohibited 
by state law from selling the same 


1819 


Te first total prohibition law withia the United States 
was adopted by the National Committee and Council of 
the Cherokee Nation at Newton, Georgia, its capital. 
This law provided that “no person or persons, not citizens 
of the Nation, shall bring into this Nation or sell any 
spirituous liquors.” All liquor sellers were white. Con- 
sequently, the law amounted to absolute prohibition. In 
the same year, the first made by the Federal Gov- 
ernment with the Indians (the Choctaw Nation) con- 
tained a definite provision eliminating the liquor traffic. 


1824 


Tur Russian-American T 
the United States prohibited 
natives of the Alaska Territory. 


1827 


for the sale of Alaska to 
sale of intoxicants to the 


a stzte law imposing a license tax on an importer of liquor 
Within the state as constitutiog & burden upon Serdien 
comerce. 


1829-35 


Tue Temperance Society movement grew to such t 
proportions that the number of distilleries in New Fork 
State was reduced from 1149 in 1829 to 337 in 1835, and 
in the year 1834 alone 1472 persons were hi 
abandoned the sale of “ardent spirits,” and, in addition, 
many towns that all taverns and stores had aban- 
doned such 


































1838 


Massacnuserts enacted the ee Ge oe law a ' 
ding the sale of “ardent 
fifteen = Gales end cneied coer ele 
time. is was repealed in 1840. 
Connecticut prohibited the sale of wine or spirits 
NS ae 4 in Maine a similar 
than 


prohibiting sale in twenty-eight 
lack.-d only one vote of passing the State Senate. 


Hi i 


1838-50 


Dunrxc this period of time many states in different parts 
of the Union enacted focal option la 


1840 | 
“"T we Washingtonian Movement” began. This was a fe 
movement started in Baltimore among a of re eS 


ferns omen 08 et A a 
appeal to drinking men. It swept country 
oak ce that the licensed of sale de- 
creased in from 1140 in 1837 to 560 in 1843; 
in Cleveland, from 99 to 8; in St. Pocus free 134 to 27; 
and in Providence, from 209 to 41. 


1844 


Tx territoriat legislature of Oregon enacted 2 prohibi- 
tory law which was strengthened in 184 


1846 
Mae the first state-wide prohibition law in 
the nation. is law had been agitated since 1837. It 
was weak in many and in 1849 a more stringent 
Se ae houses of the legi but was 
vetoed by the SS 5 oe . 
strengthened state ition, as it is now er- 
stood dates from that It prohibited the manufac- § I 
tee, sake oak toto Ir esl o€ Una and C 
provided heavy penalties for its violation. tic 
vi 
1847 of 
Tue Supreme Court of the United States partially re- a 
Seieasied Gems Glee 6 ionne deur Sous’ aheld state re 
legislation prohibiting a liquor dealer from liquor 
oe i, aliocush the Coss manta _ y 
liquor in the original barrel brought state 
interstate commerce. It was this decision that ci 
the principle of law that, where Congress had not enacted p ba 


aes’ 


1852 
Mnurwesora a prohibitory law, which was de- 
two years ; 
Rhode Island adopted a state-wide i law, 


5O- 24- 






Mw 


eek aF 
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$ 


23 
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1853 


Maicuican, upon submission to the popular vote, adopted 
a prohibitory law similar to that in *crce in Maine. 


1854 


Connecticut adopted a state-wide prohibition law. Ohio 
adopted an anti-saloon law forbidding the sale of liquor 
to be drunk on the premises. 


Sex states passed wet laws: Indiana, Delaware, 
Iowa, Nebraska, New York and New Hampshire. All 
of the New England states were at this time under pro- 
hibition laws of various types. 

After New Hampshire adopted its state prohibition law 
in this year, not another state adopted similar legislation 
for over a quarter of a century, and the laws were made 


& ineffective in most of the states that had passed such 


7] 


legislation, either by court decision or legislative action. 
In Indiana, New York and Minnesota the courts declared 
certain features of the state-wide prohibition laws uncon- 
stitutional. 


1857 
Drrawane returned to license. 


Nesrasxa returned to license. 
Iowa passed legislation prohibiting the sale of distilled 
liquors but permitting the sale of beer and wine. 


1861 | 
Maicurcax permitted by law a traffic in beer and wine. 


1862 


Ox. November 17 the United States Brewers’ Associa- 
tion was organized in New York City. A short time pre- 
vious to this, a bill had been introduced in the U. S. House 
of Representatives to provide for an internal revenue tax 


= on all alcoholic liquors. The tax then in effect was $1.00 


per barrel on beer. 


1863 


Urox the insistence of the United States Brewers’ Asso- 
ciation, Congress reduced the tax on beer to 60 cents 


Rhode Island repealed state-wide prohibition, and with- 
in the next twelve years two of the remaining five of the 
thirteen prohibition states, Massachusetts and Connecticut 
returned to license. 


1864 


Trax internal revenue 
come to $1.50 und $200. 


on whiskey was increased from 


1865-75 


D urine the decade following the Civil War, when the 
internal revenue on alcoholic 


beverages was increased, 


oe ee eee cee ee 
The scandal was known as the “Whiskey Ring. 
With a view to cvadng the excise tax and license f 
istilleries in various parts o country conspired with 
msl cts poMain ty pale Dae Binmes O 
and secure protection public officials through large 
contributions to political funds. The 
Unnuly witdealir nae "bea helen’ cnet 
illegally withdrawing spirits from 
tax free. In a subsequent Congressional inv 
was established that millions of gallons of inaxigtion, 
fraudently withdrawn, and at least a part of the savings 
were placed in a fund used for political purposes. 


aes 


li 


A confidential of the Treasury Department who 
i igated th Ring and who prepared evidence 
that led to the indictment of its leaders, writes about the 


illegal operations of the Ring in his book “Secrets of the 
Internal Revenue Service” in that sounds fami- 
liar to newspaper readers of t Referring to these 
wholesale violations of the excise laws, he says: 

“The depravity, malpractice, strategems and audacity of 
these public robbers have astounded and alarmed a aie 
try. have openly defied the laws; they hav - 
trated deeds of violence and even resorted to murder -wglte 
assassination to carry out their nefarious plans. They 
have bribed and corrupted Government officials and 
formed widespread and powerful combinations to evade 
the law, circumvent the authorities and amass wealth by 
fraud, chicanery, intimidation and bloodshed.” 


1866 


Concress amended the Internal Revenue Act of 1862, 
changing the license of retail liquor dealers to a tax on 
liquor. 


1870 


Meassacrusetrs enacted legislation prohibiting the sale 
of hard liquors and permitting the sale of mild li 

such as beer and wine. This proved to be a failure, 
ever, and the state returned to license. 

1880 

Kansas enacted a state-wide prohibition law which has 
remained in effect to this time. 

1889 


Nosrs Daxota enacted a state-wide prohibition law 
which was not repealed until the last election. 


1890 


Tue Supreme Court of the United States, in the 
effect reversed the decision of | 





HOE a 
a 


consignee. This permitted citizens living in dry states to 
import liquors in inter-state commerce for personal use 
without hindrance, Through the employment of traveling 
salesmen, advertising, and other forms of solicitation, the 
liquor interests thwarted the prohibition policy of the 
states. They accepted orders for liquor and shipped them 
into dry states C.O.D. re ae See ae 
came, in practical effect, agents of the liquor d 


1890 


Tue Georgia Legislature authorized the coliege town of 
Athens to establish a municipal liquor dispensary. This 
law was patterned after the or Swedish plan, 
inaugurated in 1865. The idea of the local dis 
spread, and between 1890 and 1915 local dispensaries were 
operated by many counties and towns in Georgi Ala- 
bama, North Carolina, South Carolina and ‘irginia. 
They were created either by »pecial acts of the legislature 
or by general acts, which enabled communities desiring to 
operate a dispensary to do so after a majority vote. 


1892 


Is South Carolina, following a State election in which a 
majority had voted for a. hibition, the newly 
elected governor, Benjamin F. Ti , effected the es- 
tablishmen* of a State di system as a temperance 
and a revenue measure. law became effective July 1, 
1893. A State board of control was created with entire 
power to administer the law. 

The State dispensary commissioner, at first appointed 
by the governor and later by the board of control, was 
made chief administrative cilicer. The law provided that 
he should not only be of good moral character but “an 
abstainer from intoxicants. 

Manufacture of liquor within the State was prohibited. 
All purchases made upon State credit were to be in bulk, 
shipped to the State dispensary at the capital, and there 

and ve in half-pint to five-gallon 

From there it was to be shi to the county or city 
retail pane. Profits from the State dispensaries 
were to go to the State treasury and be used largely for 
public education. The profits reported to have 
amounted to about five Sisttend chpuaend Odie tania, 
or ely one-third of the total revenue raised by 
the 

The re retail dispensaries w tated under the county 
board of control of three saunsiiors, ‘aleenn ‘naiaaiene 
and acts were subject to review by a board of 
control. Stringent provisions were adopted limiting hours 
of sale, and liquor was permitted to be sold only in sealed 
ye aecestn ts eles ae) All requests 
i aoe se Se ee eee 
Sale was prohibited to intoxicated persons or those known 
to be of in habits. All applications for liquor 
were to be forwarded to the State board of control month- 































conducted as to whether or not licensing of the liquor 
traffic should be permitted. 
1907 


passed a state-wide prohibition law, effective 


January 1, 1908. 

Oklahoma was admitted into the Union with a consti- 
tutional provision, it under state-wide prohibition, 
on November 17, 1 
1908 


Massissiprt passed a state-wide prohibition law. 
1909 

Tennessee passed a state-wide prohibition law. 
1913 


Coxcxsss enacted the Webb-Kenyon Aet, which removed | 
igor when shipped xto a state in violation of state 
laws. This carried which could be enforced 
Sele cats it did not prohibit the shit 
ot quors Gaal states to wet states. Liquor aealers 
ed the device o Grating Se ee 
as t shipments. As the Federal Government was 
interested principally in the collection of liquor taxes and 
Bnd slight concerts Wi, ee ee ee 
agency directly charged suppression 0 prac- 


° 


1917 





* 
‘a 


_ 
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The Prohibition Record of 


ongress 1917 to 1932 


ompiled by the Association Against 
he Prohibition Amendment 


1917 


Ln August 1 the Senate voted to submit prohibition 

mendment. Yeas, 65; nays, 20; not voting, il 
December 17 the House voted to submit prohibition 
endment. Yeas, 287; nays, 100; not voting, 40. 


919 


MO w January 16 Nebraska became thirty-sixth State to 


“SBSPFPSAR SLR RAR 


sos 
rd 


e PREPS SS TIERS 8 





Eproclaimed adoption of eighteen 


Volstead law). Yeas, 287; nays, 100; not voting, 40. 


ratify. 


January 29 the Acting Secretary of State Frank L. Polk 


i amendment, to become 
pperative January 16, 1920. 
July 22 the House passed the national prohibition act 


September 4 the Senate passed the national prohibition 
ct. No roll call. 


October 27 President Wilson vetoed thé national pro- 


Mhidition act. 


October 27 the House overrode the veto. Yeas, 175; 
ays, 55; not voting, 198; present, 3. 

October 28 the Senate overrode the veto. Yeas, 65; 
nays, 20; not voting, 11. 


1920 


\) w January 16 the prohibition amendment became op- 
itive. 
Jane 7 the Volstead act was upheld by Supreme Court 
pf the United States. 


H921 


Jn June 27 the House voted on the Willis-Campbell 
antibeer” bill. Yeas, 251; nays, 92; present, 1; not vot- 


‘August & the Senate voted’ on the Willis-Cambell “anti- 


peer” bill, embodying the Stanley protective “search and 
izure” amendment. 


a 


Yeas, 39; nays, 20; not voting, 37. 
November 18 the Senate voted on the Willis-Campbell 


@ill, with Stanley amendment devitalized. Yeas, 56; nays, 
mez ; not voting, 18. 


928 
cs ee ae House voted on Linthicum amend- 


ent to prohibition enforcement ~~. ion forbidding ~ 
poisoning of industrial alcohol. Yeas, 61; nays, 283; 


not voting, 89. 
929 
N January 31 the House voted on $24,000,000 prohibi- 


Mion enforcement appropriation. Yeas, 240; nays, 141; 


not voting, 47. 

February 19 the Senate voted on Jones’ “Five-and-Ten” 
law. Yeas, 65; nays, 18; not voting, 12. 

February 28 the House voted on Jones’ “Five-and-Tea” 
law. Yeas, 284; nays, 90; not voting, 54. 


1930 


Ox May 14 the Senate voted on Tydings amendment to 
prohibit use of poi in industrial alcohol. Yeas, 19; 
nays, 54; not voting, 23. 


1931 


On January 22 the Senate voted to consider Howell 
District of Columbia enforcement bill. Yeas, 39; nays, 
29; not voting, 28. 

Feb 2 the Senate voted on Hawes amendment to 
the Howell bill for removal of restrictions on prescrip- 
tions by physicians. Yeas, 25; nays, 45; not voting, 26. 


1932 


Ovw March 1 a House petition was signed by 145 mem- 
bers to discharge the judiciary committee from further 
consideration of the Beck-Linthicum resolution for repeal. 

March 14 the House voted on a motion to discharge the 
judiciary committee from further consideration of the 
Beck-Linthicum resolution. Yeas, 169; nays, 228; not 
voting, 18. 

March 22 twenty-four senators petitioned judiciary 
committee to report out a pending resubmission resolution. 

April 18 the Senate roll calls on attempts to reduce 
appropriations for enforcement: 

1. Johnson—$10,250,000 to $5,125,000. Yeas, 17; 
nays, 42; not voting, 37. 

2. Tydings—$10,250,000 to $9,000,000. Yeas, 18; 
nays, 43; not voting 35. 

3. Appropriations committee amendment reducing 
from $11,369,500 (House bill) to $10,250,000. Yeas, 
59; nays, 2; not voting, 35 

May 14 the House petition was signed by 145 members 
to di the ways and means committee from further 
consideration of the Hull-O’Connor beer bill. 

May 18 the Senate voted on the Bi 
beer amendment to revenue bill. Yeas, 
voting, 13. 

May 18 the Senate voted on the Tydings amendment 
keene. 27° per cent beer. Yeas, 24; nays, 61; mot 
voting, 

May 23 the House voted on a motion to discharge the 
committee on Hull-O’Connor beer bill. Yeas, 169; nays, 
228; present, 1; not voting, 34. 

May 25 the Senate voted on the Bingham amendment 
to legalize and tax 2.75 per cent beer. Yeas, 26; nays, 
55; not voting, 15. : 

June 15 the Republican national convention, Chicago, 

Continued on page 32 


4 per cent 
; nays, 60; not 
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Production of Malt Beverages in the U. S., their Revenue Yield 
and Materials used in their Manufacture prior to the 
Adoption of the Eighteenth Amendment 


Federal revenue statistics in regard to fermented liquors (beer, ale, and porter) 
{Sources of production figures and revenue receipts: Annual reports, Secretary of the Treasury] 


Tota: rev- 
Por caghia eoteusin maf 
er ta : 
Barrels of on ha gallons! Revenue and brew- 
Number beer con- For wet For United Rate of collected er’s and 
Fiscal year ending of sumed and States States as tax per from bar- dealer's 
June 3— breweries taxed only a whole barrel rel tax licenses 
ee ee 1,771 40,517,078 16.70 16.15 $2.00 $74,956,594 $75,669,908 
BEC OCT 1,807 44,478,837 17.95 17.37 1.60 71,166,712 71,988,902 
ME ticwa'sbawke see 1,733 46,650,730 18.46 17.85 1.00 46,654,823 47,547 
ae ae ee 1,741 48,208,133 18.70 18.09 1.00 43,208.133 49,083,459 
. Scceee wes 1,847 49,459,540 18.82 18.22 1.00 49,459,540 53 
SUP etree cs <a. 1,747 54,651,637 20.40 19.73 1.00 54,651,637 55,641,859 
ST Sates 6 2 wai w ke 1,644 58,546,111 21.45 20.75 1,00 58,546,111 59,567,218 
ME BAe hs oss os 1,720 58,747,680 22.17 20.44 1.00 58,747,680 59,807,617 
Ps cuhiGndess 1,622 56,303,497 21.92 19.24 1.00 56,303,497 57,456,411 
PES 5G nwaceans 1,568 59,485,117 23.40 19.98 1.00 59,485,117 
RE Give antics i hace 1,524 63,216,851 24.48 20.91 1.00 63,216,851 64,367,778 
DUE Wak OWE A's 3 oe 1,506 62,108,633 23.67 20.24 1.00 62, 
Me. ; yuewewan aan 1,462 65,245,544 24.48 20.95 1.00 65,245,544 66,266,990 
BE skank atames 1,392 66,105,455 24.42 20.92 1.00 66,105,445 67,081,512 
SR eck cups 1,372 59,746,701 22.79 18.65 21.50 78,460,381 79,328,947 
Ca ree Sere 1,332 58,564,508 24.68 18.01 1.50 87,875,672 88,771,104 
a Snipa eee 1,217 60,729,509 26.46 18.42 1.50 91,094,678 91,897,194 
a a a's a woah 1,092 50,174,794 24.20 15.01 *3.00 124,264,754 126,285,858 
Es bsucocaken 669 27,712,648 16.22 8.18 56.00 116,184,344 117,839,602 
SE Socks none 583 9,231,280 | 5.31 2.68 6.00 ee 41,965,874 


1In estimating per capita consumption annual population figures as estimated by the Bureau of the Census for continental 
United States have been used. “Wet” States include only those States having no State-wide Oa Sibi laws in effect, regard- 
less of the fact that many of those States had local-option laws. 


2 Increase in tax of 50 cents per berrel accounted for $18,71 paiicron ve imposition, Oct. 22, 1914, to end of fiscal year. 


3 By the President’s proclamation of Dec. 8, 1917, under ‘ood control act, the amount of food or feed material which 
be used in the uction of fermented liquor wes Ranited to 70 pet, cent 66 en eee iby 
ee ae ct ation of Sept. 16, 1918, Ge wae of uth sasteriels StS Se ee on 
and alter 


«Calling at $1.50 per tarel to Oct. 3, 1917, $26,259,632.45. Collections at $3 per barrel from Oct. 3, 1917, to end of fiscal 
year, $98,005, 

a ee per barrel to Feb. 24, 1919, $64,374,610.47. Collections at $6 per barrel from Feb. 25, 1919, to end of fiscal 
year, $51 

€ The act of Nov. 21, 1918, prohibited the manufacture of intoxicating fermented Recor? on sae Seaearas 1919. The Bureau 
of Internal Revenue construed this to mean liquors of an alcoholic content in excess of one-half of 1 per cent by weight or 
by | eens under the Sutcien in United Same i. Suede Se arg A ae S. 210) and other it 

cent liquor t was manufactu up act defming “intoxicating liquor” as 

iat containing more then E OFT cr cost cloohol (Notional _geetihidian net Guecnta' sae iat aaaey 





Materials used in the production of fermented liquor, fiscal years 1915 to 1920, inclusive 
{Statement in pounds] 


S 
Corn and corn — Other Other ma- 
Year Malt Rice products Hops syrup grains* terials * 

Se 2,141,723,104 167,750,177 604,890,901 38,839,294 109,630425 145,697,970 68,880,530 
ae 1,961,254,980 141,349,292 650,745,703 37,451,610 77,068,573 . 113,712,782 24,756,974 
De we 6’. 2,770,964,606 125,632,269 666,401,619 41,958,753 115838410 204089800 17. 
RE 1,227,301 ,264 78,942,550 459,842,338 33,481,415 64,930,019 68,693,042 5,491,879 
is ba aaah 854,329,231 17,356,242 112,969,071 13,9246. « 54,502,845 25,780,394 4,803,123 
Nsw os bake 292,423,712 9,357 668 48,551,910 6,440, 23,354,072 483,477 4,822,391 


*“Other grains” include grits, wheat, bran, and barley. ° 
*“Other materials” include acids, extracts, salt, yeast, etc. 









The Collier Beer Bill 





Passes The House 







A fter two days of lively debate the 

House, on December 21, 1932, passed the Collier 

Beer bill by a vote of 230 to 165, after rejecting all 

mendments offered. On the roll call 133 Democrats, 

96 Republicans and 1 Farmer-Labor voted for the 

bill, while 65 Democrats and 100 Republicons voted 
gainst it. 










In the Senate the bill went first to the Committee 

nm the Judiciary after which it will go to the Com- 

ittee on Finance so both its legal and revenue rais- 
ng features may be passed upon. 










hat the Collier Bill provides 






Tue provisions of the Collier beer bill, 
s reported by the House ittee on Ways and Means 
pn December 16, 1932, are set forth in the following 
bfficial synopsis given out by the Committee: 

& Section 1 (a) provides for a tax of $5 

weer, lager beer, ale, porter, and other si fermented 
liquor, containing one-half of 1 per cent or more of 
cohol by volume and sot aes BE coat of al- 
tohol by weight, in lieu of the present tax of $6 per 

. The tax is to be collected under the provisions 

: iy exiacias laws relating to ce ere The present tax 

"Spt $6 per barrel on liquors containing more than 3.2 

per cer* of alcohol by weight and the present tax of 1% 

tents per gallon on cereal beverages containing less than 
ne-half of 1 per cent of alcohol by volume are not dis- 
bed by the subsection. 

Section 1 (b) increases the existing occupational taxes 

f $50 {in the case of brewers manufacturing less than 
00 barrels a year) and $100 (in the case of brewers 

as es SO barrels a year or more) to $1,000 in 

present tax does not apply to brewers 
nanufacturing only liquo ini 

f 1 per cent of alcohol, nor does this new occupational 

ax apply to them. 

Section 2 the necessary technical amend- 

nent of the national prohibition act, as amended and sup- 






barrel on 


















plemented, to exempt the liquors provided for in the bill 
from the prohibitions in that act. 


Section 3 (a) amends section 1 of Title II of the na- 


tional prohibition act, as amended and su ted, to 
exempt the liquors to which the bill applies from the 
definition of intoxicating liquors in fp act ; permits such 
beverages to be called “beer, ” “ale,” or “porter”; makes 
certain that such beverages may be sold i in bottles, casks, 
barrels, kegs, or other containers ; and gives the authority 
to the administrative officers to ibe the manner in 
which such bottles, casks, barrels, kegs, or other con- 
tainers must be sealed and labeled. 


Section 3 (b) amends the special Federal prohibition 
laws applying in Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico so 
that such laws will not prohibit the liquors to which the 
bill applics. This provision does not interfere with the 
power of local legislative authority to enact laws con- 
tinuing their present prohibition of, or creating new ones 
applying to, the | liquors to which the bill applies. 

Section 4 makes it necessary for the manufacturer of 
liquors to which the bill applies to qualify as a brewer 
under the internal revenue laws and to secure a permit 
under the prohibition laws before engaging in the busi- 
ness, and provides for penalties for manufacturing with- 
out a permit or in violation of one. No permit is to be 
issued for manufacture in a State, Territory, the District 
of Columbia, or in any political subdivision of any of 
them, if the law of the place prohibits such manufacture. 
Neither this section or section 1 of the bill repeals the 
existing tax of $50 on wholesale and the tax of $20 on 
retail liquor dealers. 

Section 5 makes certain that the provisions of this bill 
taxing the liquor to which the bill applies and providing 
for permits to manufacture such liquor shall not have the 
effect of legalizing the sale of liquors containing more 
than 3.2 per cent of alcohol by weight. 

Sections 6 and 7 make certain that the protection fur- 
nished the “dry” States and Territories agains* transpor- 
tation of intoxicants in interstate commerce into them 
the Webb-Kenyon Act and the Reed Bone Act 
continue with respect to liquors to which the applies 
in the event that such States or ‘Territories do not choose 
to permit the sale of such liquors within their borders. 

penalties and —_ 
rights accrued, and seizures and forfeitures 


made, prior to the effective date of the bill, shall be saved. 


Section 9 makes the bill effective 30 days after its en- 
actment, but allows the issuance of permits under section 
4 immediately. 

Section 10 is the usual separabil: 
in any case in which the eecdian of the Orda cae tall 
unconstitutional. 


ee 


eo peer 
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Majority Report 


House Committee on Ways and Means, 
U. S. Representative Collier 


Tue Committee on Ways and Means, 
to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 13742) to provide 
revenue by the taxation of certain non-in*~xicating liquor, 
and for other purposes, having had the sane under consid- 
eration, report it back to the House without amendment 
and recommend that the bill do pass. 


That there has been a considerable change of sentiment 
on the part of a majority of the people of this country 
with reference to the question of prohibition since the 
adoption of the eighteenth amendment can hardly be con- 
troverted. Recognition was given to this sentiment in the 
platforms of the two great political parties in the last 
election. Whether the eighteenth amendment is to be 
repealed or changed is yet to be determined and will, of 
course, require the favorable action of two-thirds of the 
membership of both Houses of Congress and of the legis- 
latures or conventions of three-fourths of the States. 
Pending the determination of this question, the Congress 
has the power to make such in the national pro- 
hibition act as it may see fit, keeping ir. mind the letter 
and spirit of the amendment. In other words, it may 
permit the manufacture and sale of any alcoholic liquor 
— may reasonably be said to be nonintoxicating in 

act. 

Aside from responding to the r demand for 
modification of the national prohibition act within con- 
stitutional limits, your committee —— in the legal- 
ization of the manufacture of a palatable a 
beer a source of revenue which in the years prior to 1 
was a very fruitful one. The ess has been advised 
by the President of the present state of the Federal rev- 
enues. In spite of the imposition of many new taxes at 
the last session of ess and the increase of existing 
levies, it has been f that the Budget is still far short 
of being balanced not only for the fiscal year 1933 but 
for 1934 as well. The Congress is faced with the task 
of either finding new sources of taxation or increasing 
existing levies, and your committee feels that the tax on 
nonintoxicating beer, constituting a new source, will be a 
large factor in making up the necessary revenue. 

The bill provides for a manufacturers’ excise tax of $5 
per barrel on all beer, lager beer, ale, porter, or other 
similar fermented liquor, containing one-half of 1 cent 
or more of alcohol by volume, and not more 3.2 
per cent of alcohol by weight, which is equivalent to 4 
per cent by volume. bi pcror’ Department estimated 
that a tax of $5 barrel produce a revenue of 
from $125,000,000 to $150,000,000 in the goood eed end- 
ing June 30, 1934. These figu 


Opposing Views on a 


Legalized Beer and t 


Intoxicating Effect « 


which its sale may reasonably be expected to 
legal in the near future. These States have a 
ulation (1930) of 73,521,000. The beer provided ior 
the bill is of a slightly higher alcoholic content, and being 
more palatable, would be consumed more generally than 
2.75 beer. 

there 


reasonable,one and that it will be productive of the - 
est amount of revenue. This view is shared by the Treas- 
ury Department. It must be kept in mind that the States 
on ee ee ee eee 
and the Federal rate should not be placed so high as to 
make it impossible for them to continue this policy with- 
pad con ae Representatives ee tenpacs ieee. 
in ; o 

try informed the committee that they could produce a 
barrel of beer and detiver it at the point of consumption 
for approximately $6.26, exclusive of Federal, State, and 
local taxes. The expenses of bottling is said to be about 
$3 per barrel, including labor, caps, bottles, cases, ete. 
A barrel of beer will produce four hundred and ninety-six 
gus ‘The proposed od Pedestl ton of $5 pac bertol GUE 

tax per 

add 1 crxt to the cost, and State and local taxes of the 
same totai still another cent. This would allow the re- 


| 
| 


Shackdhthe Sila | 
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eer be Legalized? 


ax and a Balanced Budget 
eturn of the Saloon 


.2 per cent Beer 


Minority Report | 


House Committee on Ways and Means, 
U. S. Representatives Hawley, 
Timberlake and Crowther 


Ar the beginning of this session of 
—— in company with all my colleagues, I stood cn 
the floor of the House and took the oath to support the 
Constitution of the United States, as required by the 
article 6 of the Constitution. i qoute from that oath: 


“I do solemnly swear that I will support and defend the 
Constitution of the United States * * * bear true 
faith and allegiance to the same * * * without any 
mental reservation or purpose of evasion.” 


Article 18 of the amendments provides that 
“The manufacture, sale, or transportation of intoxicating 
liquors within, the importation thereof into, or the expor- 
tation thereof from United States and all Territories 
subject to the jurisdiction thereof for beverage purposes 
is hereby prohibited.” 

I listened with careful attention to the evidence sub- 
mitted to the comittee during the hearings preceding the 
report of the pending bill, H. R. 13742. My observation 
covers a period prior to ibition as well as under pro- 
hibition. ram covinced by the evidence submitted st the 
hearing and by observation and evidence extending over 
a period of a lifetime that beer and other liquors described 
in the bill are intoxicating. They were intoxicating prior 
to prohibition. A legislative declaration to the contrary 
does not overcome that fact, and if I were to support this 
legislation it would require a “mental reservation’ on my 
part and a “purpose of evasion” of the eighteenth article 
of amendment to the Constitution. 

On the part of the Federal Government, this bill pro- 

that the country enter upon 2 new era in the manu- 
distribution, sale, and consumption of intoxicants. 

It provides for the reestablishment of 90 per cent in 
volume of the liquor traffic on the basis of the amount 
prior to prohibition. 


CON 


The brewing interests, realizing the influence that the 
great fundamental law of the land and the strength of 
the purpose of the peop!e for its observance, attempted to 
ps pega this bill b7 — reiteration of the 

legation that malt beverages of proposed 
were not intoxicating in fact, as the basis justification 
of their sale. 

The bill originally proposed that the alcoholic content 
should be 2.75 per cent by weight, or 3.4375 per cent by 
volume. The majority of the committee increased the al- 
coholic content to 3.2 per cent by weight, or 4 per cent by 


_ volume, on the ground that this would increase the attrac- 


tiveness of the beverage and increase its sale. 


The question of the influence of alcohol on the human 
system has an added importance, owing to the devel 
ment by National, State, and local funds of great hi 
ways and other improved roads, over which are operated 
some 26,000,000 motor vehicles. An individual may not 
be visibly intoxicated to the extent that he may be iden- 
tified as a “drunk,” but his muscular reactions 2nd mental 
activities may be so depressed that he is not able iv re- 
spond as quickly as when normal. Detailed evidence of 
this fact was submitted to the committee. Thé lives and 
property of people who use the highways are subjected 
to.constant risk and the traffic problem is one of tke most 
important in the United States, and anything that will 
increase its dangers is against the public interests. Dur- 
ing the hearings, the brewing interests indicated their de- 
sire to secure a widespread distribution and opportuni 
of sale for beer and other beverages ided in the 
On the allegation that were not intoxicating, it was 

gested that beer be sold at soda fountains, drug stores, 
cafeterias, hotels, restaurants, clubs, and also at wayside 
eating places, filling stations, and other places al the 
highways, or, to put it in other words, it be 
freely as soda water, ginger ale, and other soft drinks. 
The wayside sales become a direct and continuing 
menace to vehicular traffic. The sale in drug stores, soda 
fountains, and other places where soft drinks dis- 
pensed to the multitude, would bring beer within the reach 
of everyone, including the very young, and be a 
temptation to them to drink this toxic and pig Teme ge 
That which might not intoxicate people o: 


Eg 


: 


mature years will certainly intoxicate the young. The 
motion to restrict the sale to clubs, resta hotels, 


¢tc., was voted down in the committee. 


If it should be argued that the matter of distribution 
can be controiled by the States, let me call your attention 
to the fact that this bill the attitude of the Fed- 
eral Government toward matter and that the refusal 
of many of the States to participate i indi 


- cates that from them at least no help can be expected. 


ing the hearings, the brewing interests stated they 
had no desire for the return of the saloon, and referred 
to the planks in the platforms; but a motion to 


party 
the return of the saloon, by refusing to permit 
ocr to be cold in such pieces, annEEniieee te 


| 
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Majority Report Cont'd 


tailer a margin of approximately 134 cents per glass of 
the size mentioned. 


To make legal the sale of such fermented liquor, the 
bill amends the national ibition act, as amended and 
nted, ty providing that the terms “liquor,” in- 
toxicating liquor,” “beer,” “ale,” and “porter” as used 
in that act aah include beer, ale, porter, or similar 
fermented liquor containing 3.2 per cent or less of alcohol 
by weight, or 4 per cent of alcohol by volume. Your 
committee believes that the proposed legislation is not in 
conflict with the eighteenth amendment inasmuch as beer 
of an alcoholic content of 3.2 per cent by weight is, on 
eminent authority, said to be nonintoxicating in fact. The 
t limitation of one-half of 1 per cent was never 
intended to be a line of demarcation between liquor which 
was in fact intoxicating and that which was not, and the 
mere fact that the Supreme Court has sustained the power 
of Congress to fix that maximum percentage of alccholic 
content does not mean that it would not sustain a higher 
alcoholic content as nonintoxicating in fact. 


Beer of 3.2 per cent by weight is and always has been 
considered a light beer; that containing appreciably less 
than that percentage of alcohol is much less palata 

bly would not be consumed in any great 

alcohol in 3.2 per cent beer is so diluted that it 
require considerable effort on the part of an average per- 
son to drink enough to become drunk. Moreover, in 
determining what is in fact intoxicating, it would not be 
proper to use either an inveterate drinker or one easily 
susceptible to intoxication as a criterion. Also, it should 
be assumed that the beer is to be drunk as it is generally 
drunk, that is, in limited quantities and with food. It is 
common knowledge that the effect of the a of 
alcoholic liquor on an empty stomach is much different 
than when taken with or after a meal. The of 
solids in an alcoholic beverage, as in beer, or 
of food in the stomach, hold the slochal | the blood 
Ta st into 
on oa psa, hog the somach al io the od 
intestines. In this way, the rate of into the 
blood is slowed down and the alcohol is ed to pass 
off before there is any large accumulation in the system. 


sod cabes teeaitttine wllintes ontehneaer <:aae 
cent of alcohol by weight will give employment —— 
mately 75,000 men in the breweries and about 225; 
in its retail distribution. In addition, there will be a 


tries. Reference has already been made to the 

bes mh. mt geet fue of mal 

beverages. expansion o uction in 

ind would require an estimate capital expenditure 
,000,000 within the next year for rehabilitation 

and modernization of plants, and the 

re wees 

spent for production distri 

ment to men in many lines of business. 


other lines of business for each man put to 
capital-goods industries. 
It is difficult to estimate the amount of beer 


coment tpt ee 


. eent were produced and consumed in this country in 1 


without payment of any tax. This beer is made unscienti- 
fealty ond eee ees ee ee Se 
igher alcoholic content the beverage rein proposed. 
The alcoholic content of the illicit beer cannot be limited 
as it can in high-class breweries having proper refri 
ng setae sat SS ee ee 
beer is offered for sale at 

from $40 to a a The 
a le, nonintoxicating will go 

Securd camping ont tla Mine Ge te. bane of 
high alcoholic content by making it in com- 
petition with nonintoxicating tax-paid at one-third 
the price, ond wil enslle the Peters Gesaseeaaill to ast: 
lect a large amount of revenue which it now loses. 
This bill does not impair or invalidate the State laws 
governing with an alcoholic content of more 
than one-half of 1 per cent, but, on the other hand, speci- 
fically extends to the so-called Aart nehawmanyl. ed 
Sen ater ee Act and the Reed 
beverages law te shipments of alcoholic 

— fo cae ¢ their for ot mere cithane <a 
Agden. vaya’ or not 

sce, ae Vl provided for violation o' f this peohibi 

a ee me p. Be ae 


U. S. Representative Hull 


as for beer brewed from the prod- 
ucts of the American farm. aoe & ve Soe 
United sees oe Rie a 


— oe sgrictitersl inaairy of the 
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Minority Report | Cont'd 


United States is approximately but one-third of what it 
was prior to prohibition. 


The — health under prohibition has materially int- 
proved and, according to the information furnished, 
reached a remarkab’ palidehie deaee 3 in the last fiscal year. 


Some urged upon the committee that bootlegging, 
racketeering, speak-easies, blind tigers, illicit distilling and 
brewing were the result of prohibition. This cannot be 
true, because ns rations were carried on for a long 
period of years before prohibition. Terms have been 
altered to some extent but the operations are similar. 


The estimates of reemployment submitted to the com- 
mittee by proponents of the bill varied, but altogether 
were a comparatively small number, without taking into 
consideration the loss of labor to persons now working 
in other industries whose sales would diminish because 
the money theretofore expended in purchases 7 an their 
shacks wield go t0 the purchase of aut Hennes 


e of the le generally of the United States 
ik as he areneed tot On eels Oe ae eee Pur- 


chases of such beve must be paid for from the family 
income. Other pur s must be reduced in amount, 
since incomes cannot be expended twice. . 


It is alleged that the revenue to be derived from this 
measure will tend to balance the Budget. a a 
interests indicated that at the end of two years they 
be manufacturing 40,000,000 barrels of beer of 31 ons 
each, if the taste for this bev is recreated, which at 
$5 a barrel will bring $200,000,000 of revenue to the Gov- 
Gin apcliied sllicd tchustries; bat they failed to dudurt 


should furnish the necessary amount. 


From the above, as well as from many other factors I 
shall not take occasion to name, it 


States would fend ieclt subject to an uaponsile 
a 


t many dacs ad the 


Extracts, see 4, p. 32. 


Minority Report Il 


House Committee on Ways and Means 
U. S. Rewresentatives, Ragon, 
Sanders and Cooper 


Wc have heard and read all of the testi- 


mony as a whole and duly considering same, we are of the 
opinion that the pro on ta ee 
tion of the United 
follows : 

SRE 
manufacture, or rtation 0 
within, the im Se aes i 


As Members of Congress we took the following oath: 

Ee seerenly ences tat eS ere ae 
Constitution of the United States inst all 
foreign and domestic ; that I will bear true faith and 
ance to the same; that I will take this 
without any mental reservation or of evasion, 
and that I will well and faithfully the duties 
ofthe ofice on which I am about fo enter. So help me 





Hull Cont’d 


In 1914, 188,000,000 proof gallons of alcohol was made 
from corn. In 1929, after the closing of the western 
distilleries, 186,000,000 proof gallons of alcohol was made 
from blackstrap molasses. Consequently, the amount of 
gallons of sleia’ has not decreased to‘any great extent, 
but the loss of the sale of 120,000,000 bushels of grain, 
the product of the American farm, is the result. 


I believe this is a great mistake; I believe that the Con- 
gress should immediately rectify this error and give back 
to the farmers of the Nation this market that is rightfully 
theirs. 

I am making this effort in favor of what I think means 
more to the future prosperity of the country than any 
other kind of legislation that can be passed. 


If we can bring about a law whereby the farmer will 
have an output for his products and he can sell them, he 
then will begin to come out of the depression that he is 
in at the present time. I believe that in advocating before 
the House of Representatives a bill for the brewing of 
beer I will be aiding agriculture more than by proposing 
any other one piece of legislation that can be passed. 


In my judgment, the brewing of beer which is non- 
intoxicating will bring about the future sale of 120,000,- 
000 bushels of barley per year. Take 120,000,000 bushels 
of barley off the market and in my judgment you will 
advance the average price of all grains 15 cents per 

In doing this you will stimulate the farm industry; you 
wili lighten the burdens of the farmer to the extent chat 
he will know that he will have a cash market at least for 
the amount of barley that the breweries will use. 

The bill that I have introduced provides for increasing 
the permissible alcoholic content of beer, ale, or porter 
to 3.2 per cent by weight, and to provide means by which 
all such beer, ale, or porter shall be made of products of 
Americar: farms. 

It is my contention that a beer containing 3.2 ste same 
alcohol by weight is not intoxicating in fact; it is 
beer that is brewed in Sweden and Scandina 
tries, and ali of their literature contends that it i it is a 
intoxicating liquor. 

Proofs have been made by scientists and by those in 

authority that an adult cannot be intoxicated by the drink- 
ing of of an alcoholic content of 3.2 per cent by 
weight, because the stomach will not hold enough beer to 
bring about intoxication in fact. 

In order to make this proof conclusive in my own mind 
—and I am not a drinking man—I went to the Muchin 
brewery in Stockholm at 9 o’clock in the morning, before 
taking any liquid or substance in my stomach, and drank 
4 pints of this beer, under the supervision of a doctor 
and a chemist. 

It did not affect me mentally or physically, and there 
were no bad effects. So I can honestly come before the 
Congress of the United States and make an affidavit that 
it is my judgment that beer containing 3.2 per cent alcohol 
by will not intoxicate. 

I have ane oe ot ee 
that 3 per cent beer was the same as dissolving 3 gallons 


by volume, consider- 
able difference between the rate of absorption of alcohol 
into the blood stream in the two cases. 


In the case of diluted whiskey, the maximum concentra- 
tion was reached in one and one-fourth hours after the 


Oe ee ee 
which tended to delay absorption, and hence had a less 
intoxicatiag effect ri diluted whisky of the same alco- 
holic content, which was absorbed by the blood stream 
more rapidly. I contend that this is a conclusive reason 
why we need not fear to accept the brewing of beer with 
an alcoholic content of 3.2 per cent by by weight, as it will 
not intoxicate. 

There is some discussion that Canadian beer is much 
stronger in alcoholic content than American beer. In 
order that you may thoroughly understand the difference 
in measuring proof spirits from the English system and 
the American system, it is as follows: 

Four per cent proof spirits by measure under the Eng- 
sh system equal 1.82 per cet by weight age tee ae 
pills en, our system. Hence 
mentioned as containing sununet unas ome 
sesame boat © auneck bo soteee enlistees 
calculation. 

I you that explanation so that you may benefit and 

Salvin micihatemmsin thik sing eal Wy Sea 


Sao cw cane soetedeancuns ak on ts 
anni ee 


To change from volume into weight, mu! 0.7936 
or divide by 1.26. a 
3.2 per cent by weight is equal to 4 per cent by volume. 
In order that you will also understand the average aleo- 
holic content in pre-war American beer, which averaged 
from 3.5 per cent to 4 per cent of alcohol, T quote as 


Continued on page 16 
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Minority Report Ill 


House Committee on Ways and Means 
U. S. Representative Treadway 


A\r the opening of the hearing on H. R. 
13312 (the basis for H. R. 13742) I inquired whether the 
bill was to be considered by itself or as a part of a tal 
revenue bill. The chairman stated it would be up 
as a separate measure. 


Throughout the hearings it was very apparent tit the 
proponents of the bill wanted beer, regardless of the 
amount of revenue it would produce, and that the oppo- 
nents of the bill did not want beer, in spite of its revenue 
possibilities. In their arguments the opponents laid more 
stress on the eighteenth amendment than on the legalizing 
of beer. On numerous occasions I stated to witnesses 
that, as a member of the Ways and Means Committee, my 
interest in the bill had to do with the raising of revenue. 


The proponents of the bill estimated that it would pro- 
duce about $200,000,000 of revenue annually. The oppo- 
nents submitted no estimates of possible revenue. In fact, 
the only specific testimony on the reveriue feature was 
given by Secretary of the Treasury, who fixed the 
amount at from %125,000,000 to $150,000,000 for the 
fiscal year 1934. 

The Ways and Means Committee is the revenue-raising 
committee of the House. It has jurisdiction of “such 
measures 4s rt to raise revenue and of the bonded 
debt of the United States.” Obvionsly, the reference of 
the beer bill to the Ways and Means Committee was a 
subterfuge to secure a favorable report from some com- 
mittee, as it had previously been demonstrate: that such a 
report could not be obtained from the Judiciary Commit- 
tee which has jurisdiction over prohibition measures. 

Per: ie ize that real beer, say, of 3.2 per 
cent of 1 by weight, manufactured legally and under 
sanitary conditions, is far preferable to hootch and home- 
brew. For this reason I can consistently vote for the 
pee ener, nt oe Se Soe ee Se 

eans Committee, dealing with the revenues of the coun- 
try, I could not vote to report a measure in which the 
revenue element was secondary to the legalizing of the 
manufacture and sale of 3.2 per cent beer. For 16 years 
I have been a member of the Ways and Means Commit- 
tee, and never in that time has such a subterfuge been 
resorted to nor has a revenue measure been up 


the part of the last session 
i revenue to balance the 


acturers excise tax, 
a bill to the House. The House, however, not see 
fit to adopt the bill and it was then necessary for the com- 
mittee to draft a makeshift measure which, with various 
changes, became law. 
Owing to unforeseen circumstances and the continued 
depression the 1932 revenue law has not produced the 


anticipated revenue. The Secretary of the Treasury in 
his report estimates that the revenue in the fiscal 

1934 will be $2,949,000,000, ixcluding $329,000,000 of 
forei President has i 


year 1934 

i ,000,000, exclusive of statutory debt 
retiremen’ singly, Si peetens extienaien tae 
1934 will be $307,000,000, and this will ly 
be increased by the failure of certain foreign obligations 
to be paid in full. 
In view of this situation, I feel that it is the duty of 
the Ways and Means Committee not to confine itself to 
advocating a beer bill which would raise only a portion 
of the funds needed by the Government, but to devote 
its energiees and attention to drafting a measure which 
will produce sufficient revenue so that the new administra- 
tion may start with an evenly balanced slate. 
The method of procedure is perfectly si The so- 
calied manufacturers’ excise ae Sua atte certain 
amendments, was upon by the committee during 
the last session can be used as the basis of a measure to 
: expenditures and re- 
ceipts. The tax proposed in the bill to legalize beer, if 
the House so voted, could be one of the items of such a 
measure. 
If the committee and the House will adopt such a 
program, we will be performing our duty, acting openly, 
securing the necessary revenue, and starting the new ad- 
a without financial embarrassment.—E-siracts, 
see 4, p. 32. 


Mrs. William Tilton 
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not primarily prohibition drives. 

made. the headway that they have were the i 

return of liquor. These drives are a section of 

try, the moneyed East, striking to maintain its politi 

supre: against the power of the coming South 
est. 

Precisely as the slave power, which dominated 
country for years, whee ts ee 
struck to keep its power imiact by forcing slavery Ni 
and West, so today the East, frenzied and de- 
moralized, strikes to maintain its political supremacy by 
trying to get rid of every form of iti 
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German beers range from 2 per cent to 4 per cent 
alcohol by volume, British ales from 2 per cent to 8 per 
cent alcohol by volume. It is well understood by the brew- 
ers that 4 per cent beer by volume is high enough in 


alcoholic content and should not go beyond that amount. - 


The reason that I make this explanation is because a 
great many misquc \tions ure made as to the alcoholic 
content of beer made previous to the war being 7 per cent, 
8 per cent, or 9 per cent alcohol by volume. The highest 
alcoholic content of beer of any kind is contained in the 
imported beers from Germany and England, which aver- 
age about 5 per cent by volume, and the only reason that 
they are made at 5 per cent by volume is because alcohol 
acts as a preservative in heavy British ales and in heavy 
German beers and makes it necessary on account of the 
lack of refrigeration in those countries to keep the alco- 
holic content to this point. 


As far back as 1848 lager beer in this country was 
brewed by the American brewers, and with the dev 
ment of pasteurization and refrigeration it was possi 
for them to turn out a light sparkling lager with a fine 
hop flavor. This soon became so that the ale 
trade of the United States shrank into insignificance, and 
by 1914 the lager-beer brewers had captured 98 per cent 
of the malt-beverage business. It was their aim, and is 
now, to produce an alcoholic beverage with the lowest 
alcoholic content without impairing its wholesome and 
palatable qualities. 

No brewer in this country desires to make a beer that 
will intoxicate, but there must be enough alcohol left in 
the beer to make it satisfactory to the consumer and to 
retain the qualities of a good wholesome food and bev- 
erage, and it is my contention that if you will enact into 
law the bill that I have introduced, this march toward 

ical temperance will go on and the people of the 

nited States will be satisfied with a good, clean malt 

beverage instead of poisonous bootleg intoxicating liquors 
of all descriptions. 

The prohibition law went into effect in the United 
States eae 16, 1920. Previous to that time the 
manufacture of spirits, wine, and beer were under a 
Government control. Since the prohibition law went into 
effect all of these Government agencies, which are law- 

idi i with, and the process of 


It has been an easy matter for them to make a product 
that would intoxicate, .to hide it away, to sell it, without 
the Government's permission, and this has done much to 

moral fiber of our citizens. 
y in enforcing the Volstead Act 
the bootlegger by manufacturing a 
: of r without 
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whole.—E-stracts, see 3, 32. 


U. S. Representative O'Connor 


| approach this subject from 
: First, to restore beer to the American 
. I believe it to be their right to 
Second, to us¢ it as a means of income for the 
depleted Treasury. 
As I have often said, the United States i 
Nation in the world which does not look i 
of income to help out its budget. It i 
of income for most countries of the 
it furnishes one-third the income of the British Empire. 
We have given much to this subject for a num- 
ber of years; some of us 10 years, some of us longer 
that. And last year, those who had been interested 


than 
in the <o-called wet movement in 
iy ay . 
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power that is coming their way. But by 
Siues aeiecetnttion y as big business sells a 
cigarette or a new gasoline the moneyed East has fooled 
the South and West into thinking prohibition is morally 
wrong, when as a matter of fact prohibition is morally 
for the Nation, politically an asset to the South and 

est, and bad only for the moneyed East, where it really 
does interfere with power to send standpat conservatives 
to Congress. It is so common to hear the big financiers 
of the East say, “The East is slipping, East, is 


This is the way that history will record this beer bill 
and the repeal amendment. It would be well if every 
Southern and Western Representative before he voted 
to pass this beer bill wrote a letter home to his constitu- 
ents, saying: “Before I vote for the beer bill, or for the 
repeal amendment, I wish my constituents to understand 
that a vote for either of these measures is a vote to weaken 
the coming political oo of South and West and 
give party control to the moneyed East. If my 
constituents desire me to vote to — them of political 
power, I will do so, but personally I would rather vote to 
strengthen my constituency than to weaken it.” 


That would be getting at the bottom of the matter, and 
at « time when the nations are teetering toward economic 
collapse, it would be far better to deal witii the true heart 
of the matter than with surface motion and mob ps 
ogy. Could there be anything more absurd than to add a 
wet tornado to a financial hurricane? That is what re- 
legalization of beer will mean. Every beer shop will be 
a rum shop. Are the American people mad enough to 
think that reopening the saloons is a financial panacea? 


Were I a Congressman from the East, I would also 
write a letter to the eastern financiers, to what we loosely 
call Wall Street as against Main Street. I would 
out to them that in trying to kill prohibition, either by 
relegalizing beer by straight repeal, they were turning 
their backs on the a constituency they will ever have, 
the West and up-State voters and raising to the surface 
every subversive vote, the underworld vote that follows the 
city machine. These groups may vote wet, but they will 
never vote financial. Therefore, the moneyed power of 
the East may well be toying with a Frankenstein that will 

estroy it. 


The real safety of our country today depends on getting 
these truths thr eel t we need is 4 


il 


clon Ufog te i “Souths “West, and up-State, a 
cities to the old pioneer idealism 





of ie see foroce Neo cele eee 
ched temperance facts. They ae a man in a fever. 
You can’t reason with him. 

But if you ln eR am fpomePi 
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supremacy, that i 


Mow, las gon chill Kan ide Cole J, 

for you the steps by which I came to know that history 

to record this great wet and dry fight partially 

mS Man: Mswens eursion exkamion ee ated cancer 

acy, a fight in which Wall Street section for a time, at 
least, pretty thoroughly fooled the Main Street section. 

Up to 1928, the dry forces were ing, not going. 
Their fight was mostly with the few rich, gangsters, 
anc the liquor interests. At that time a lawyer close to 
the wets told me himself that the interests were 
getting out of money and it would be 10 years before the 
wets could hope to make a dent. In a all 
this was changed. ‘Demansoar Wasky tad come tote tee 
into the fight. ee ee a —o = 
fight, bringing eastern ital along wi great 
election had been held won, not whe Men, be 
the West, the women, and the drys. i 
ened by that election. It saw political power passing 
South and West. ir rode back ts New Yea aon Rane 
sas City determined to have an eastern victory in 1932. 
To secure this eastern victory the moneyed 
wet, in my opinion. 

I first heard of this new wet drive from a lady from 
ee ee ee eee 
political and financial machines there. mpg het 
Ser eset he orking for prohibition any 

Removes Sad poveagianear od 


i 
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pa feryh ibition, even if it meant a civil war. The 
idea seemed to be that for long years the bosses 
of that State had sent their own men to ture and 
Congress without outside interference. 

But the drys had become that most obnoxious at 


party within a party. Tun aes tee eae 
and put men into office who were dangerous to 
interests. They elected a Pinchot, hostile to w public tt 
ities. In short, the drys had become of such 
moment that they had to be eliminated frosn polities cs even 
if it meant a civil war. 

Shortly after this, the repeal memorial was before ore the 
Massachusetts Legislature. 5 wes Sicha of Oe oe 
orial. ad june been cleted, I was amazed t0 Hod the 
dent had just been elected, I = 

machine at our statehouse working 
that repeal memorial to Hoover. Wes kane 
I was told that only one man could help it. or 
that man. He tel me thai prohibition had 
of sock political maokast tat X eat Maema Ge oe 


to appoint an unbiased alcohol convnission and by the 
report of that commission he hoped that prohibition would 
be removed from politics. 
I immediately asked Republican insiders what it 
and the answer was, “The party 
in the begi and now it has to 
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fo get rid of it.” I and there saw that 
forces of the East were out to capture both drive 


Continwed on page 19 
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thought at that time were attractive, maybe, to be frank 
about it. But we now take a somewhat different position. 
The bill, H. R. 13013, is an amended O’Ccnnor-Hull bill 
—and I do not mention those names because I have any 
pride of authorship in it at all. I want to see beer re- 
stored, and I want to see the revenue obtained from it, 
and I am here principally to talk about the revenue ; and 
I wart, before the hearings go on any more, to ask you 
‘gentlemen not to fall too quickly for a low tax on this 
beer. I am an advocate of high tax on beer. 


Let me analyze briefly for you what we tried to meet 
in drafting this beer legislation. The beer bill on which 
we voted last May, and for which 169 Members voted, 
provided for a tax of 3 cents a pint on beer. That was 
a. to the $7.50 per barrel in the amended beer bill. 

t is equivalent to about 1% cents a glass. It is 24 
cents per gallon. The present tax, as you know, is $6 
per barrel, which is 19 cents per gallon, or about 2.4 cents 
per pint, or 1.2 cents per glass. 


We never considered that a very high tax, and at that 
time we understood from the brewing interests that it 
was perfectly agreeable and they said at that time to us, 
“With a 3-cent per pint tax, we can sell beer at 10 cents 
per pint and make a very good profit.” They analyzed 
it in this manner; they said: 

The beer will cost us at the most 1% cents—that is 
high, the bottle will cost us at the most 1%4 cents—that 
is 3 cents; and the 3-cent tax makes 6, and that 4 cents 
will furnish plenty of margin for profit, manufacturing, 
distribution, and retailing. 

That was on a pint bottle. Before we had the bill in 
completed form they communicated to this subcommittee 
and said*we should not restrict it to pint bottles, because 
their machi was all set up for 12-ounce bottles. So 
we took out the restriction to pint bottles and just left 
the tax 3 cents per pint, and the 12-ounce bottles could 
easily have becn sold for 10 cents; and it was freely 
stated that it probably would be sold through the chain 
stores at three for a quarter. 


In that bill we took 2.75 per cent as the alcoholic con- 
tent. And the principal reason we did that, although 
there was some objection among some of the committee, 
was that we thought the cases in the Supreme Court 
seemed to justify that percentage, and there had been 
hearings before the udiciary Committee which went into 
that question. We it there was no ion but that 
would be sustained as nonintoxicating in fact, and we put 
into the bill a legislative declaration that such beer was 
nonintoxicating in fact. 

We then came to the question of distribution, which is 
one of the problems to struggle with. We thought the 

i saloon—and the word “saloon” 


I believe the years to come will it is just a phrase, 
something akin to “Balance Budget,” and other 
bromides that are heard around the Capitol. 


But to meet that slogan we put a distribution system in 


the bill restricting it to sale only in bottles and not 
consumed on the premises, except in restaurants, clubs, 
and hotels, with food. We then also prohibited the im- 
portation of any beer, and we forbade the i i 


on 


the importaticn o 
any hops or ingredients for beer. That is another v 
important question. 

We protected the dry States. But we went a little fur- 
ther than the dry States, I had something to do with the 
in, 0S ee ees If the Federal Govern- 
ment is ever going to have anything to say about the 
distribution of liquor in any manner, and it is not goi 
to have that say, in my opinion, after the eighteen 
ee ee ee ee ere 
tecting the dry States. It ought to come right down to 
protecting the very smallest political entity, and my bill 
did that. It protected not only the dry States, but 
a rehcdaetin teak Serhiaidieas eek tay id 
a refe um in t town or votr. 
wouldn’t let this beer be sold there, this bi aa 
that community from having it sold. 

about 
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my own initiative. I consulted with the men who have 
been active in the wet movement. 


third year, I believe the amount would be much 
more than has ever been sold in this country. 
I think the first year, if 
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them wet, and by this short cut to get rid of prohibition. 
When I asked why they were so fierce against prohibition, 
T was always given the same answer—never the merits of 

hibition—but that prohibition sent wrong men to legis- 
atures and Congress, outsiders not especially friendly to 
the financial interests. 

Unless you live and work in the East,.it is hard to see 
how prohibition did help to upset the political supremacy 
of the East and to keep from high office Wall Street 
candidates. A politician that high finance wanted much 
to put in the United States Senate was defeated. He 
told me himself that if both ies had been wet he 
would have gone to the United States Senate ; but wishing 
to get the up-State vote he had to run dry, and the wets 
sent money into the mill towns of his State and took 
away just enough votes to defeat him. This was oy wd 
ing again and again. It denuded legislatures and - 
gress of stand-pat conservatives quickly responsive to oil, 
gas, electricity, and other privil interests. Thus, 
power to control politics passed to the West and South. 


The papers have been frank about the whole matter. 
One paper, dear to the banking fraternity, has said that 
prohibition must be repealed because it breaks up party 
solidarity and sends “blatherskites” to high office. Just 
what a “blatherskite” is, I leave to the imagination. 

But, even so, prohibition held steady for months and 
months under this terrific onslaught. There was a time 
when I was told that the campaign had failed. They 
could not dislodge prohibition by pitiless publicity, but 
suddenly it took on new life. The depression gave this 
new life. The business man of America, with two-thirds 
of his fortune gone, lost his nerve and his idealism. A 
frantic time ensued, with a great election coming and the 
moneyed interests of the East, the only ones, apparently, 
who had funds to give. Then, we heard on all sides, in- 
deed the newspapers told of the “one thin dime cam- 
paign.” This was to clinch the smashing of prohibition, 
said the newspapers. The big contributors would not give 
one thin dime until the Republican party came out wet. 


I myself was at a Republican rally where a prominent 
Republican left the platform to come down and say to 
me, “These women here are good sou!s, but they have no 
money to pay the election bills. Wall Street alone has 
the money and Wall Street won’t pay the bills unless 
we go wet. It would be a different story if you drys had 
the money.” 

I am aware that high finance has had great aids in 
smashing prohibition, the liquor interests, the great 
gangster world, and that ion of the rich who 
prise tl ag reforms. None ess, I am convinced that 
the people of this Nation could have beaten back 
these forces if the moneyed East had not come in. 

What is Wall Street? Benjamin oe spe 
of the male of western civilization, the Teuton. He pic- 
tures this as streaming across Europe for three thousand 
years, overmastering, overpowering, brooking nothing that 
stands in the way of his vast aggregations of wealth. 
Wall Street is the last expression of this Teutonic male. 
Prohibition got in the way of his vast aggregations of 





repeal your prohibition amendment, i i 
set in an Saxon mould and the nature of an Anglo- 
Saxon is to fight for an economic idea till it comes 
through. 

The youth of this land, once you have brought them 
face to face with the intolerable conditions that relegaliza- 
tion of beer or prohibition repeal are going to bring, the 
deplorable uneconomic conditions, put prohibition 
back, county by county, State by State. My belief is 
they will have it back in ten years, but it would be far 
better for the men of brains in this country, who know 
that primarily this fight is really a fight between two sec- 
tions for political supremacy, to save us from the drink 
orgy that is coming to make us go all over the fight 
again.—E-tracts, see 2, p. 252. 


Edward B. Dunford 


Tue obvious of this legisla- 
tion is to legalize the traffic in beer ond wine. It is fim 
in conflict with the spirit and purpose of the Eighteenth 
Amendment to the Constitution, and is practically equiva- 
lent to construing that Amendment as intending to confer 
upon the beer and wine industry a y of the liquor 
traffic and to relieve them of the competition from distil- 
lery interests. The absurdity of this is apparent when we 
recall the terrific fight made against national prohibition by 
the brewing and wine interests. It is of doubtful con- 
stitutional validity and would add immeasurably to the 
difficulties of law enforcement. 

From the present social standpoint, our legislative prob- 
lem with respect to alcoholism has completely changed 
from former days. In the early days the greater menace 
to society was man who became victimized by alcohol 
to such an extent that he became a public In the 
present age of automobiles and machinery, greater 
social menace is the man whose brain is only slightly be- 
clouded by alcohol who undertakes to operate a machine 
or an automobile who en public safety and re- 
quires the exercise of the police power of the n- 
ment. A scientific definition is further Sapeeiliie tay 
reason of individual idiosyncrasies, since differ 
according to age, sex, tolerance to use, w the bever- 
age is taken with or between meals, and many other con- 
ditions. No two persons are affected alike. 

The proposal to tax beer confronts the Congress at the 


very outset with two diametrically opposing Many 
of the advocates of a tax upon beer have urged it as a 
means of providing a substantial return to the treasury in 
taxes. But in order to yield this revenue it has been sug- 
gested that the alcoholic content must be i in 
order to make it and thus increase its sale. In 
other words, if this is considered as a revenue 

real beer or something ing real beer and not 
near beer must be the ect of taxation. On the 
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more possibility of the bootlegger being in here and com- 
peting, and the racketeering still going on.” 

Let us face the facts. The bootlegger to-day gets $36 
per barrel for beer. Beev, the brewers told us, with a 
$7.50 tax, could easily be sold at a top price of $15 per 
barrel and yield a handsome profit. If the brewers would 
sell beer for $15 per barrel, of course the bootlegger could 
not compete. It is und:rstood the bootlegger must have a 
margin of about $20, because his overhead is so great. 
The difference between $5 and $7.50 is going to be passed 
on to the public anyway. Maybe if we had a tax of $20 
per barrel, the bottlegger might continue, but he never 
could continue with a tax of $7.50 per barrel. 


In the new bill we see the force of the argument which 
has always been advanced, to get a real wide distribution 
of beer ard to satisfy the largest demands of the 
we would have to permit draught beer. I agree wi t 
now. I believe it would be a mistake to restrict it to bot- 
tled beer. So we took out the restrictions in that respect. 


Of course, the demand for beer in this country is much 
more widespread than the demand for wine. Wines are 
only drunk by a small proportion of the people, but they 
are entitled to have it, and I am anxious to see the wine 
situation worked out. 


Now, those are the problems. I: secms that 3.25 is real 
beer, but anything less than that is not real beer. Whether 
real beer is a for you gentlemen to find out 
the best way you can. The next thing is to get the revenue 
from it now, when it is possible to get it. 

I have heard the question asked : “Why do people drink 
beer?” I don’t intend to be facetious about it, but I think 
people drink beer, a lot of them, for the same reason that 

drink a glass of Coca Cola or an ice cream soda, 
and I do know that very often, as a thirst quencher, in 
the summer ‘time, many ¢ will testify that beer is a 
thirst quencher as nothing else satisfies that thirst, and I 
believe the taste of beer is the thing that attracts people 
to it. I don’t believe there aze many le in this world 
who deliberately drink to get the effect of intoxication, 
any kind of en ae ae oe ns 
thing, whether it is beer, Coca Cola, or soda water. 
know I could not convince lots of people of that, but that 
is my sincere belief. 

Now, the question of whether or not a saloon was a 
at ae oe © Seed Pines A ey was just a 
question of | enforcement. Fe ee eee 
saloons; and if you will restore this to the local i- 
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hand, the Congress must consider the positive limitations 
imposed upon it the Eighteenth Amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States. It is not simply a ques- 
tion of how much tax the traffic will bear, of what con- 
tribution this industry might make to the tax burden, but 
(1) what are the obligations imposed upon Congress by 
the Eighteenth Amendment and the social policy which it 
established ; and 2) whether the traffic in beer, which has 
been prohibited since the adoption of the Eighteenth 
Amendment, should be —— and, (3) whether the 
vernment should reverse its fiscal policy adhered to since 
the adoption of the Eighteenth Amendment of refusing to 
finance its operations by a tax upon a traffic in alcoholic 
heverages and grant to tiie brewing industry the right to 
vmcourage and exploit for private profit a traffic in such 
beverages in view of the obligation which Congress faces 
under the Eighteenth Amendment to the Constitution. 


The argument for the legalization of beer proceeds 
upon the theory that Congress can increase the alcoholic 
content ea beverages above the one-half of one 
per cent of alcohol now allowed to a point which renders 
such beer just short of being intoxicating in fact. We 
contend that any c in the alcoholic content proceed- 
ing on the theory of legalizing the maximum of alcohol 
not actually intoxicating ts based upon a false premise and 
would constitute an unreasonable exercise of legislative 
power, since no such definition applicable to all persons 
Pe catiis or a possible. Even 

ibition do not insist 
that ee can  cumiaaiouiiie legalize liquors which 
are intoxicating in fact except ie Gans poten of indi 
rection which is tantamount to nullification. 


It being impossible to establish a scientific definition 
of intoxicating li , there must next be considered the 
of an increase in alcoholic content. This is un- 
justifiable for two a reasons. First, to legalize 
a near beer or an ich is not actuaily ae 
will not satisfy wes are opposed to tie Eighteen 
Amendment and who insist upon alcoholic beverages. Nor 
would the sale of such beer produce the revenue which 
the present advocates of insist can be realized 
from a change of policy. It would not have the popular 
appeal. It is the alcohol in beer that makes it popular, 
and the appeal of alcohol lies in its narcotizing effect. The 
opponents of prohibition object to the Amend- 
smenit because of the alleged difficulties of w enforcement. 
There is no evidence to show that an increase in the 
alcoholic content in beer would in any way aid goi 
mental agencies in the enforcement of the law. ile it 
would be possible for to withdraw the penalties 
from the manufacture sale of beer, a 
would not be in pursuance of the Constitution but 
regard of es seeking to “zene. wor 
intoxica’ 


Under the broad exercise of the re ee oe 


ae Wek ueiianes co's mbaas of peumstg ts 
experiments as a means o cee 
ance, Where they did so, however, there were no censti- 
tutional limitations to restrict the legislation. It is highly 


significant, however, that in none of these states where the 
sale of beer and wine was i upon 

promoting temperance, did it succeed. The people either 
cae ie ee ey ee | ee ee 
ar ae complete prohibition 

see 2, p 


Dr. Ella A. Boole 


WE recognize ~~ pega to be —_ 
plished by the proposed | 


Collier bill and other bills providing “for legalizin 1 
namely, to amend the sationat anal ion law to 
the manufacture, sale, and in beer and light wines 


= to justify such action by proposing a revenue there- 
rom. 

The first proposition has been considered in hearings 
before committees of the Senate and the House, and 
abundant evidence as to the character of the brewing in- 
dustry and the effect of beer is on file. Previous commit- 
tees have failed to report the bills, or if brought before 
oa) they have failed to pass. The only new features 
0 bill are that the project is now presented as 
revenue macenane, seul Maiil Whine are HeLa ae 


Taking advantage of the need to balance the 
the proponents of beer and wine are using the 
part of the bill as a supplementary reason for 
what they have been seeking ever since the - 
amendment was adopted. Granted that a tax on 
wine will provide revenue, nevertheless, before provid- 
ing for it the effect of such action must be carefully 
considered. 


First. Beer and wine both contain alcohol. Alcohol is 
a habit-forming drug, which taken in sma! =.<ntities has 
the power to create the appetite for more alcohol. 


i 


per 
cent or more of the liquor traffic, for this was the esti- 
mated proportion in preprohibition days. 

In 1914, which is generally considered a good year of 
comparison as to amount of alcoholic 73 con- 
sumed, we find that the total consumption of all kinds of 
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intoxicating,” my contention is and always has been, 
since the subject of beer relegalization has been discussed, 
that unless a beer of at least 4 per cent by volume (which 
is 3.20 per cent by weight) is legalized, the entire plan on 
which the hopes for beer are based will prove a disap- 


I refer to the relief of unemployment, and to revenue 


as it relates to the Federal, State, and munici govern- 
ments. May I recall the fact that when 2.75 per cent 
beer was inaugurated as a conservation measure—born 
out of the war—it was argued that there was necessity 
for conserving grain and other ingredients that entered 
into the manufacture of beer—that there was need of 
diverting to other uses coal and freight cars used in con- 
nection with the brewing industry. 

Now the very reverse condition prevails. There is a 
crying need by the farmer for a market for his grains. 
There is the hope of the miner that there will be a demand 
for the product of his :abor. There is an abundance of 
freight cars without any need for them in industry. And 
most important of all is that vast and deserving army of 
unemployed seeking honest and gainful work. 

There is, I believe, sufficient evidence of record to sub- 
stantiate the claim that a 4 per cent by volume beer is 
non-intoxicating in fact. Furthermore, beer constitutes 
a liquid food when it consists of adequate body to make 
it nourishing and health producing. At no time was 2.75 
per cent beer considered or accepted as a beer in fact, but 
in name only, although I wish to make it clear that the 

and thoughtful men who have labored long and 
industriously for the return of beer and who have been 
identified with the movement for a 2.75 per cent product 
have, I am sure, acted in the belief and on the theory that 
it would be ill-advised to stress a higher percentage, on 
the grounds that it would be better to accept such a com- 
promise than nothing. We need onty point to the failure 
of this type of beverage in Canada. 

In my humble opinion, to legalize a beer of 2.75 per 
cent would be equivalent to placing the breweries in the 
position of offering a substitute, ar I feel confident this 
percentage would not alone prove a disappointment as to 
additional employment and as to revenue, but would be 
rejected by the masses of our peorle, who want and are 
demanding a beer in all respects satisfying, and that will, 
so to say, furnish that warmth, satisiaction, and content- 
ment that a mild stimulant like a good, wholesome beer 
supplies. 

In urging a 4 cent beer, we are ing one 
which is lower in ic content than our preprohibition 
Budweiser, which was 434 per cent. Any product under 
4 per cent will fail to be accorded that response necessary 
to again ,-rularize legal beer. It would be barren of 
that appeal that cocstitutes it an inviting and palatable 
drink—would encourage the continuance of bootlegging, 
racketeering, and i foster the of 
the al id enable those inclined to disre- 


pth seo tgrmcb teh percen product 
at the expense of the business te leather Sate 
eries, whose operations would be under strict control and 
supervision—would lack the force of aiding temperance— 
would, in fact, fail in all the arguments advanced for its 


Since the experience with the 2.75 per 
we have had a long intervening period duri 
eave Setens Saleen ee 
far more potent in its 
commercial uct. Also, we 


justification, based on 

legalization of a 4 per cent beer, if the hope for revenue 
to the Federal Government and the States and municipal- 
ities is not to fail and if we are not to be disappointed in 
the hope for relief of unemployment. 


ir respective reputa 
founded and built. If deprived of the 
necessary materials that should and m 
manufacture of the beers they made and which 
known for their particular blends, their products would 
be es of the identity which formerly charac- 
terized S ing of ourselves, our Budweiser, 
Michelob, and other well-known and distinctive 


centage of European hops, and our dealcoholized 
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tivities during the Wilson administration, the Congress 
should hesitate a long time before restoring them to 
activity and —— again possible their stronghold on 
Americar politics. It was the character of their activities 
and the abuses of the saloon, largely owned and controlled 
by the brewers, that brought about prohibition. We have 
no assurance that even if adopted as a revenue measure, 
their character or activities will be materially changed for 
any length of time. 

Fifth. Taxing beer and wine for revenue is but the 
entering wedge to legalize liquor of larger alcoholic con- 
tent. The cry “Give us beer and wine” is simply a de- 
mand for alcohol. During the World War 2.75 per cent 
beer was adjudged tasteless and unsatisfactory by beer 
drinkers. During a discussion of beer at the beginning of 
the war, I was president of the New York State Women’s 
Christian Temperance Unicn and at one of the hearings 
before a legislative committee, Samuel Gompers was pres- 
ent and spoke in favor of retaining beer, but in opposition 
to 2.75 cent beer. And I remember that Samuel Gom- 
pers said, “Bah! 2.75 per cent beer, Bah! Who wants 
that?” I repeat that legalizing 2.75 per cent beer will not 
be sufficient. We are confident that the beer drinkers of 
the immediate future will not be satisfied with beer of 
this alcoholic content, for it is a well proven scientific fact 
that alcohol is a habit-forming drug and that increasing 
quantities of alcohol are necessary to satisfy the increas- 
ing appetite for alcohol. 

I not only had that experience, but passed through the 
experience of the Army canteen, during the Spanish- 
American War, when it was disclosed that with wine and 
beer sold in the Army canteen, though the men could 
charge the cost up against their pay, there were all about 
the camps and forts numbers of low-down saloons and 

ies to which the men resorted even after they had 
wine and beer in the Army canteen, and the result 
of that experience was that Congress prohibited the sale 
of wine and beer in the Army canteen. 

The wine producers are now willing that mild native 
wines be taxed, but there are those who will demand im- 
wines and will not be satisfied until their sale is 

and a wines have up to 22 cent of 
. In fact, I am informed that wines will not keep, 
ee ee, ree ees ee ee ee 
at least 14 per cent of alcohol, and aithough I know 
a woman cog on understand = the intricacies of 

ics, yet I am wondering how we are going to 
relieve the depression in the United States if we make 
outlet for the billion gallons of wine they have in 
wine cellars of France and which they are looking 
forward to sending over to the United States. I am won- 
dering how that will i ' 


‘ 
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but such legislation will forecast the repeal of the law f 
bidding advertisement, if this bill is reported and passed, 
for sales must be promoted and the radio and the news- 
paper brings these advertisements directly into the homes. 

Seventh. The lack of money for necessities in thousands 
of homes is a serious problem, and legalizing beer and 
wine, whose sale would be promoted in every possible 
way, would result in the diversion of funds for food and 
clothing for the family. 

According to the generally accepted economic basis of 
calculation the liquor traffic as a whole in p ibition 
years took from the people at least $10 for every doilar 
they turned over to the Government. Never in all history 
was there a more wasteful or a more costly method of 
tax collection. 

In a time like this to talk of diverting any substantial 
part of the people’s income from the Nation’s market of 
necessities and wholesome luxuries to be spent for beer 
and wine, deserves serious consideration on the part of 
those charged with making the Nation’s laws. The butcher, 
the grocer, the merchant, the real estate man, the home 
owner and the landlord should protest the legalizing of 
that which will divert wages from their channels. 

I want to put in a bit of my own experience. I live in 
the city of Brooklyn. A few years they were building 
a new road on the street on which I live. There were a 
= many workmen there—this was before prohibition. 

could give the exact year, but it is not necessary. A great 
many men were there, and every day at noon the beer 
wagons would come along and deliver to these men cases 
of beer, and I watched them eat their lianch. The men 
would have bread and a bottle of beer. Prohibition came 


very far away, and I used to make it a point to go down 
to these grocery stores at noon, when were 
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country of any of the materials entering into its products. 
In such an emergency, unless these materials could be 
substituted with those from other markets, we would find 
ourselves at a standstill. Th‘s would be equivalent to 
complete stagnation. 

The American farmer deserves and should receive all 
the consideration that can possibly be shown him. He has 
been as great a sufferer as anyone during this long and 
unfortunate period of depression. The American hop 
grower always has been and always will be given the 
preference, because to use a percentage of imported hops 
would represent no innovation, but merely the resumption 
of a long established and recognized custom. The Amer- 
ican brewers whose names are identified with special and 
distinctive brands should not be denied an oo to 
again produce those beers which were so well known to 
and so popular with the American public. Unless satis- 
faction can be had with the American-made product, the 
appetite and desire for the imported beers will unques- 
tionably follow, to the decided disadvantage of the brewers 
of this country. 

I do not feel this statement would be complete without 
a candid expression of my belief that the beer business of 
the future must be conducted along lines that will be a 
credit to the industry. In the past, when we were engaged 
in the manufacture and sale of beer, it was always our 
purpose to stress respectability and observance not only 
of the law but of all the proprieties and decencies. It is 
our hope that we shall be able to look to the future with 
confidence, and it shall be with a determination to do all 
we can to promote the cause o! temperance in the full 
sense of that term by a respect for and strict observance 
of the law and a hearty cooperation with any and all reg- 
ulations put into effect. 


.f conclusion permit me to say that beer having alwa 
been recognized as the drink of the wage earner, 
importance of keeping it at a price within his means 
should be borne in mind. Without the good will and 
patronage of the masses, the brewing industry of this 
country cannot possibly succeed. To tax beer to the 
point that would :nake the price of it prohibitive to the 
consuming public, or to set up such unreasonable barriers 
as would place it beyond their reach, would be to frustrate 
the very purpose for which beer is being ized— 
namely, to satisfy the demand of the masses for their 
beer, to provide revenue for the Federal, State, and muni- 
cipal governments—to eliminate the and gang- 
ster from the beer business, and to afford relief of unem- 
ployment.—E-rtracts, see 1, p. 252. 
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and children would be the greatest sufferers, and for their 
general welfare I plead. 

Beer drinking does not increase a man’s earning ability ; 
it does not him a kinder husband or a better pro- 
vider for the home; it does not give his children a better 


Tenth. The eighteenth amendment was adopted to 
break the power of the liquor traffic. To legalize intoxi- 
cating liquor for purposes of taxation will restore beer 
and wine dealers to their former standing in the business 


world ; will divert money now used for bread, meat, cloth- 
ing, and education to payment for beer; will not balance 
pee raked At wich ap bana dasamaate eo 


have the drink without having 
not have the drink 
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The 72nd Congress 


« Now in Session 


Duration—March 4, 1931-Marck 4, 1933. First Session Comvened Dec. 7, 1931, Recessed from Dec. 22, 1931 te Jan. 4, 1932. 
* Adjourned—July 16, 1932. Second Session Convened Dec. $, 1932, ends March 4, 1933 


In the Senate 


Membership 
Tetal—% 


48 Republicans 
1 Farmer-Labor 


Presiding Officer 
President: Charles Curtis, R. 
Vice-President of the United States 
Floor Leaders 
Majority Leader 
James E. Watson, Ind, R. 


Minority Leader et 
Joseph T. Robinson, Ark., D. 


The Month in Congress - - - 
Political Developments 


As is usual in a short session of Con- 
gress immediately preceding a change in party control of 
the Administration, the current second session of the 
— Congress is completely dominated by 

tics, 


Some of it is good, sound politics and the rest is just 
plain politics. The sound politics is that which has to do 
definitely with party control and party responsibility. The 
other kind is that which has to do with what ce*tain 
of politicians consider making a showing or saving ; 
Under the head of sound politics may be considered the 
decision of the Democratic leaders in the Senate not to 
confirm any important intments President Hoover has 
made since Congress adjourned last summer or any others 
eaieieibad to Che Mente beteeen newrand Minech 4, aad 
the —— a of bs a Hoover to wer - 
Collier beer bill and the Philippine independence il i 
these measures are finally passed by houses. 
Under this head, also, may be placed Governor Roose- 
velt’s declination to cooperate with President Hoover in 
working out a plan to deal with the iated forei 
debts, : in the thought of a n of wise poli- 
ticians in Washington, this attitude on the part of the 
President-elect is of doubtful wisdom because there is an 
eler.snt of the political gamble in it. 

The refusal of the Democratic Senators to allow Presi- 
dent Hoover’s recent i to be confirmed is due 
to the definite reason many of these appointees are 
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In the House 


Membership 
Total—435 


209 Republicans 
1 Farmer-Lahe 
6 Vacancies 


Officer 
Speaker: John N. Garner, D. 
Member of the House from Texas 


Minority Leader 
Bertrand H. Snell, N. Y., R. 


Majority Leader 
Henry T. Rainéy, Ill, D. 


named for positions in which would, if confirmed, 
serve a definite term of years. i ies to members 
of the Interstate Commerce, Federal Trade and Tariff 
Commissions and other similar commissions, to Federal 
judges, attorneys and marshals'‘and to many other officials. 
The point the Democrats make is that within a few 
months a Democratic President will be inaugurated and 
that he and his party are entitled to fill these vacancies 
with men of their own choosing who will be sympathetic 
with the policies of the new administration. 
It is true that most of the Commissions a e bi-partisan, 
it being definitely stated in the laws creating them that 
shall be so. This means that if a commission is com- 





On the matter of the veto by the President of 
the Collier beer bill and the Philippine Independence bill, 
the question of fundamental policy is involved. 


Whether the President will actually veto either of these 
measures in the event of their final p-s by Congress 
is not definitely known at this writing, but assuming, 
simply for the sake of illustration, that he will, his fri 
say that he will do so for carefully considered reasons. 


So far as the beer hill is concerned, it is a Democratic 
measure and in line with the declaration of the Democratic 
platform on which Governor Roosevelt ran for 
resident. The Republican platform, on the other hand, 
did not declare for modification of the Volstead Act and 
the President is said to feel, himself, that until the Eight- 
teenth Amendment is ied and provision is made to 
protect those states which desire to remain dry there 
should be no changes in the present liquor laws. 


If the Democratic Administration, with its majority in 
both houses of Congress after March 4, next, 
to enact legislation permitting the manufacture and sale 
of beer before final action is had on repeal, that, the Presi- 
dent is reported to feel, is their business, but he does not 


intend to have any part in it by signing a bill to that 
effect. 


In this President Hoover has the secret approval of a 
number of out-and-out wets in both the House and the 
Senate. Some of them voted against the beer bill in the 
House and others will vote against it in the Senate. But, 
so far as outward speech and action is concerned, their 
numbers are few because most of them do not care to put 
themselves openly in the position of opposing any wet 
legislation. 


This type of wet is convinced that if the sale of beer 
is permitted without the repeal of the Eighteenth Amend- 
ment or without protection to the dry states, trouble is 
sure to follow and final repeal will be made more difficult. 


As to the Philippine Independence bill, the President 
has always opposed granting freedom to these islands at 
the present time or in the near future because he feels 
the results would be disastrous both to the Philippines and 
to the United States. For him to sign the bill would 


that of former Presidents Coolidge and 
he will be falling back on fundamental party policy 


Governor Roosevelt’s stand on the question of the 
foreign debts has created a great deal of interest in Wash- 
ington. 

Soon after the election, when it became apparent that 
the end of the one-year Moratorium on December 15 
would be marked by a failure on the part of some of the 
foreign governments to meet their payments, President 
Hoover invited Governor Roosevelt to confer with him 
at the White House with the thought of working out a 
plan for handling the foreign debts which could be put 
into tion under the Hoover Administration and car- 
ried forward under the Roosevelt Administration. The 
Governor accepted the invitation and visited the White 
House in November on his way south. 

Subsequently correspondence passed between the two, 
with the net result that they could not agree and President 
Hoover, in consequence, had to drop the whole matter and 
leave it for Governor Roosevelt to handle after he becomes 
President. 


be to — not only his own declared policy —— 
oO . Again 


plan President Hoover might have adopted would 


have blocked eee ee oe aha 
start i Sin eon have to be carried on after 
March have been futile. 

The President wanted to int a bi-partisan commis- 
sion, whose membership w include members of the 
House and Senate, with Governor Roosevelt and the 
Democratic leaders of the House and Senate selecting the 
Democratic members, to consider the debt situation as a 
whole. This was not agreeable to Governor Roosevelt 
on the ground that he could not act in such a matter until 
he was inaugurated President. 

Mr. Hoover then said he would int a fact-finding 
committee of his own and Governor Roose- 
eet See emer wes decode Goa 
officially. This ion was i 

sdhevele der the a ee ee 
President might think about that, oreign governments 
would form the conclusion that he, Governor Roosevelt, 
was Officially connected with the committee. 

The fundamental difference between President Hoover 
and Governor Roosevelt over the debt situation is that the 


foreign nation’s debt problem 
ferent individual Americans 
nations separately. 

Under the plan Governor Roosevelt is said to have in 
mind, one man will be designated to deal with 

and another man with France and still another with Italy, 
etc. This plan, Governor Roosevelt’s friends say, will go 
far to prevent any concerted action by the debtor nations. 
Now for the politics of it: 

Governor Roosevelt’s critics within his own party say 
that he listened to the Democratic politicians instead of to 


with different foreign 
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the way for Roosevely: to glide into the situation easily 
and without any commitments and that by accepting the 
Hoover suggestions he would have won approbation and 
would have run no real risk. 


The future alone can write the answer to that question. 
It is one of those things that may go well and may go 
badly. Good politicians like a political move that is sure 
fire and are wont to be doubtful over a move that is a 
gamble unless it must be made in a desperate situation. 


At any rate, the decision, ee admits, was Gover- 
nor Roosevelt's alone to make, and and his party will 
be the winners or the losers, as the case may be, by the 
final results. 


Progress Made by Major 
Legislation 


From December 5 to December 20, 1932 


P. oLitics of a different ‘nature is 
responsible for the general prediction that nothing will be 
accomplished at this session toward balancing the budget, 
genuine banking reform, farm relief, the veterans’ problem 
or Government economy. 


Many speeches will be made on all these topics but 
nobody thinks anything worthwhile will be accomplished 
The best that can be expected is that the Democrats will 
lay the groundwork for taking up some of these problems 


in the extra session of Congress which is now considered 
inevitable. 


The Democratic campaign pledges were specific and 
definite on most of these problems and Democratic leaders 
in the Senate and House, as much as they would like to 
avoid an extra session, are now resi to the fact that 
one will be necessary if the party is to make good its 
promises. 


The very fact that they feel that an extra session must 
come will cause them to lessen efforts to put the pressure 


on in an attempt to get any important legislation through 
at this session. 


Agriculture 


Darrxirs efforts are being made by 
farmers’ organizations to obtain legislation at 
on two features of their general program of farm relief. 








One of these is the domestic allotment plan and the other 
is the farm mortgage plan. 

Provisions for the domestic allotment plan are contained 
in S. 4985, introduced at the end of the past session by 
Senator Norbeck, S. D., R., Chairman of the Committee 
on Banking and Currency, the Committee to which the bill 
was referred. 


Plans for farm mortgage legislation are still in a forma- 
tive stage and‘no bill has so far been introduced that fully 
embodies the desires of the farmers’ organizations. 


The domestic allotment plan Mm Ss a 
production of basic agricultural products will be controlled 
and regulated in relation to domestic consumption and by 
aes years wi Oe 2 eee ee eee 
products in compliance with the plan. 

A central agency in Washington, either the Federal 
Farm Board or some other agency, will estimate the con- 
eee 2 De sine Sy ee ee 

amount to be produced. This reward will be paid 
out of excise taxes on the manufactured ucts of raw 
farm products. Each agricultural state will set up a state 
board to deail with the farmers of that state. 


Senator Norbeck has given the following concrete ex- 
ample of how the plan will work: 


The way in which the plan would work may be illus- 
trated in the case of an individual wheat grower whose 
1932 crop is now in the . Take a man whose aver- 
age acreage for the last five years has been 100 acres and 
whose average yield was 20 bushels an acre. His base 
production would then be 2,000 bushels. If the domestic 
allotment to his was rica ec Pecan, 
base production for ail the farmers in that county. this 
farmer would then receive an allotment of 1,200 bushels 
as the amount wen le vee ee ods 
tariff benefits. signs eutinct waar 
Gallicts tat an weed oot last Gat: Gan Wldiet ine 
next year (unless he “swapped” acreage with some other 
contracting farmer), or that he would reduce his acreage 
(up to 10 per cent reduction) if a general reduction were 
decided As soon as the contracts were signed he 
could take his to the bank and borrow up to 90 per 
cent of its probable value upon it, or about $430. 


As soon as his 1932 crop was ripe he would harvest it 
and sell it in the usual way to his local elevator or coopera- 
tive, receiving payment in full at the price, 
based upon the world market just as it is now. 
the end of the season, ocal allotment committee would 


& 


If a 5 per cent reduction i been 
upon for 1933, our farmer would be so notified by 








he could arrange with some other farmer to plan 50 acres 
less than the amount specified in this second farmer’s 
contract and to transfer the right to plant the balance to 
the first farmer. In the latter case he would not lose his 
right to the benefit payment, since his action would not be 
increasing acreage above the total on which the board was 
planning. 

Assuming that wheat would sell at 50 cents a bushel at 
the farm in 1932, our farmers’ income on a crop of 2,000 
bushels would work out as follows: 

Income without the plan in operation: 2,000 
bushels, at $0.50 


Income with the plan in operation: 
2,000 bushels, at $0.50 : 
Tariff benefits on 1,200 bushels 


Total wheat income 

The amount of the benefit payment would be the same 
no matter whether the farmer had a crop failure or a 
bumper yield. If he had a bad year and produced only 
800 bushels on his 100 acres, he would still get the benefit 
payment on 1,200 bushels, which would provide a form 
of crop insurance ; while if he had a bumper crop and had 
3,000 bushels to sell, the benefit payments w still be 
just the same, on 1,200 bushels. 


Appropriations 


O, the eleven annual ropriations 
bills which must be passed at this session te had been 
reported to the House by the Committee on fad 
tions and of these one has been passed by the 
of December 20. 

The Treasury and Post Office bill was reported on 
December 10 and passed on December 15. It was be- 
fore the Senate Committee on Appropriations when Con- 
gress adjourned for the holiday recess. 

The Interior Department bill was reported on Decem- 
ber 15 and was before the House on December 20. 

The Treasury and Post Office bill carried a total a 
propriation of almost $1,000,000,000. This covers all 
operations of the two departments including the air mail 
and transoceanic mail items. 

The House amended the bill, as reported by the Com- 
mittee by an amendment offered by - 
tive La i . Y., R., providing that the isi 
of the Economy Act, which were continued in e in the 

employees whose pay 


passed toward the close of the past session reducing Gov 

ernment salaries and its provisions are being incorporated 
in every departmental! bill which means the 
present pay scale will be continued for the next fiscal year. 


In the La Guardia amendment Representative 
Byrns, Fenn D., Chairman of the Committee on Ap- 
propriations, said the La Guardia amendment would mean 
adding approximately $2,000,000 more to the total of 

provided in the bill. Other members of 
ouse, supporting the measure, made estimates much 
lower than that of Mr. Byrns and their arguments in 


behalf of the lower paid Government employees prevailed. 
The Interior Department bill, as reported from com- 
mittee on December 15, carries a total of $43,192,904. 


Banking 


_* Ov December 15 the Senate voted to 


make the reform bill, S. 4412, introduced by 


up the passage of 
to do mainly es of emerge franca 


changes will be made in the bill before he calls it up after 
the holidays. As soon as those changes are announced 
the Dicest will give a complete report on the provisions 
of the bill. 

Changes of various nature in regard to the Reconstruc- 
tion Finance Corporation,. Postal Savings Banks and Farm 
Loan agencies are suggested in bills before one or both 
houses, but any movement in these directions are still in 
an undeveloped stage. 


Economy Program 





S2an Oe GQueee © 


Tue inability of President Hoover 
and President-elect Roosevelt to agree upon a coopera- 
tive plan for handling the foreign debt srebtia resulted 
in the President’s dropping the whole matter. The Presi- 
dent had intended to recommend a plan to Se of 
the revival of the Foreign Debt Fundi 
composed of members of the Senate and base vas ome? 
officials, since if he did so now, the Democrats would pre- 
vent action by Congress. 

Congress, therefore, will not be called upon to consider 

the problem at this session. The one-year moratorium 
has ended. That returns the 

Status as of December 15, 1931, which 


Oui Eancember 15 six of the eleven debtor nations met 
their payments, while five defaulted, Czechoslovakia, Fin- 
land, Great Britain, Italy, Latvia and Lithuania paid, 
whiie Belgium, France, Hungary, Poland and Estonia de- 
faulted. 

Senators Borah, Idaho, R., and Harrison, Miss., D., 
were prepared to make speeches in the Senate on the sub- 
ject = the defaulting nations, particularly France, but 
were dissuaded from doing so by Secretary of State Stim- 
son Sgundde ok tas Toeaary Mills, who suggested 
it would be a good thing to let France make the next 
move. 

Until France does ing further it is probable that 
the subject will not be seriously mentioned in either 
branch of Congress. 


Philippine Independence 


Ow December 17 the Senate passed 
H. R. 7233, re Oe ens 
Hare, S. C., D., and pacsed by the House on April 4, 
1932, ee The bill went to conference on 


Stock Market Speculation 


Prans for further investigation of 


be finally fo: 
Christmas recess. (See Digest for December, 1932). 


beer bill claim that it will produce 000,000 i 
revenues annually. Secretary of the Treasury Mills 
the House Committee on Ways and Means during 
hearings on the bill that bhe ancitipeted thet the istenns 
anole not exceed $150,000,000. 

A sales tax looms as a possibility but, while some of 
the opposition that caused its defeat in the past session 
has died down, oth hoesns. Seape Sessnore SOumIMIaE 
to a majority of both houses. Some Senators favor 
sales tax provisions to the beer bill, but others are i 
ee ornare tek oe it Gk ae Ge ce 
until the extra session. 

Their point is that it would be well io wait until the 
income tax returns are paid in March, 1933, as Congress 
will then be in a better position to know just what the 
actual revenues are and how much more must be raised. 


Veterans 


Or December 15 Brig. General Hines, 

Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs. made a report to the 

Joint Committee investigating the Veterans’ 

in which he recommended administrative changes 
which he estimated would save $11,500,000 annually. 





The Students’ Laboratory 


wv 


The Students’ Question Box 


Solutions of Problems Involving the 
Practical Application of the Theory 


of the American Government 


Articles on the Operation of the 
Federal Government 


Replies to Queries 


Q. What is the practical necessity for our having 
foreign consuls and what are their functions in providing 
ye ~, — and its relation to the 
people ow and for w es does our 
ment appoint these men? Whe are they and ak ae 
their qualifications?—J. S. B. 

A. In modern diplomatic custom a consul is the repre- 
sentative of a government stationed in a foreign country 
to loo-: after the business and commercial interests of his 
country and its citizens as distinguished from an ambassa- 
dor or a minister who is the representative of his govern- 
ment in official matters, as between the head of his own 
government and the head of the foreign government to 
which he is accredited. 

Consuls are ranked as consuls general, consuls, vice 
consuls and consular agents, the first being the highest. 
Ambassadors and ministers are always assigned to the 
—_ of the nation to which they are accredited. Con- 


United States is represented by ambassadors or ministers 
in 53 countries and by consuls general and consuls in 325 
large foreign cities and by cual agents in innumerable 
small cities. 
ne conte So ee ee 
a examinations. The successful competitors 
a regular Foreign Service of the Government. 
Foreign Service officers are the permanent officers of the 
service and from their ranks are chosen all consular offi- 
and diplo- 
inisters are some- 


times chosen from among the Foreign Service officers 
but more frequently from outside the service. 
Among the duties that consuls and consular agents are 


“expected to perform, as set forth it the regulations of the 


Department of State are: 

Establishes and effectively utilizes personal contacts in 
farsighted ways for the benefit of his Government and 
of American citizens. 


Analyzes and on tical and economic condi- 
tions and trends o sod wth ey to the United States. 


and reports on market conditions, statistics 
of trade, of finance, of production, of labor, etc., in for- 
eign countries, so far as they are significant to the United 
States and to its people. 

Analyzes and reports on crops and other agricultural, 
forest, fishing, and mining resources, so far as they may 
affect similar American interests. 

a ee ee to ae eee 
tates. 

Reports on tariffs, both laws and practices. 

Reports on vital statistics of Americans abroad. 

Replies to individual trade and other inquiries from 
American citizens in ways to promote gcod will and help 
both present and future trade relations. 

scale when joules Gai Galies Muitadating 


lure when and displays discriminating 
judgment, as may be necessary in more complicated situa- 
tions requiring investigations, careful accumulation of in- 
formation, or — understanding of laws, cus- 
toms, conditions, etc. 


Issues passports to American citizens, registers citizens, 
and advises on questions relating to citizenship generally. 

Issues bills of health, makes sanitary reports, and super- 
vises disinfection of merchandise. 


Certifies invoices of all goods shipped to the United 
States and reports on undervaluations for protection of 
revenues. 

nme eee 

der immigration laws. 

Enters and clears American ships and airships, — 
ee eee ee 

between masters and seamen, and fakes 
sarge OF ahapusaitvitotl 


_ Assists in prevention of importation of prohibited ar- 
Administers regulations relating to plant an‘ animal 
quarantine. 


Takes custody of and with sagacity administers and 
ee eee ee 


ake tik: 

Witnesses marriages, where at least one of the partici- 
pants is an American citizen, in accordance with Americaa 
and local laws. 

Performs notarial services in accordance with Federal, 
a a 
















How Uncle Sam's Laws 
Are Made 


Series by Norborne T. N. Robinson 


Senate procedure will be described. The articles are being pre- 
pered with the aid of the leading 
Capital, including members of both the Senate and the House and 
officers of those twe bodies. 


Ox every day that Congress is in 
session there is published a calendar for each house. The 
House Calendar is printed under the direction of the Clerk 
of the House and Senate Calendar under the direction 
of the Secretary of the Senate. The official title of the 
House publication is “Calendars of the United States 
House of Representatives and History of Legislation.” 
The official title of the Senate publication is “Calendar 
of Business.” Each member of the House and each Sen- 
ator receives a calendar of the house of Which he is a 
member, delivered at his office, ev ing. The rea- 
son that the House publication is “Calendars is that the 
House has four different calendars whereas the Senate 
has but one, although the Senate Calendar is supplemented 
by Orders of Business which are, in effect, special calen- 
dars. 

The House and Senate calendars are actually lists on 
which bitls and resolutions are recorded in numerical or- 
der to be considered under given circumstances at periods 
fixed in advance. 

The House Calendars are provided for in Rule XIII, 
which covers calendars and reports of committees. Sec- 
tions 1, 2 and 3 of this rule read as follows: 

“1. There shall be three calendars to which all busi- 
ness reported from committees shall be referred, viz: 

“First. A Calendar of the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union, to which shall be re- 
ferred bills raising revenue, general appropriation bills, 
and bills of a public character directly or indirectly ap- 
propriating money or property. 

“Second. A House Calendar, to which shall be referred 
all bills of a public character not raising revenue nor 
directly or indirectly appropriating money or property. 

“Third. A Calendar of the Committee of the Whole 
House, to which shall be referred all bills of a private 
character. 

“2. All of committees, 
clause 45 a ke XI, t 


minority, shall be deli to the Clerk for printing and 


reference to the proper calendar under the direction of the 
Speaker, Se ee ee ee on 
titles or subject thereof shall be 


on the Journal 








te following article is the eighth of «a 
series of consecutive articles in which all phases of House and 


authorities at the 


eee a 










di 

be called > i § aah dive ta Gok 
the bills which have for three days the Consent 
Calendar. Should objection be made to consideration 


of any bill so called, it shall immediately be stricken from 
such calendar, but such bill may ive sennestadiche ts enki 
dar atthe instance of the Member, and if again objected 
o by three or more Members, it shall be i 
es from such calendar, and shall not ti 
placed thereon: Provided, That the same bill 
called twice on the same legislative day.” 
resent rule cove: calendars of the House 
opted in 168, but nearly ab 1820 a rule was al 
creating the Committee of the Whole. 
rious teh te thease Gar deainiad of sauna 
ee orderly system of handling reports from com- 


i 


ff 


fter 
not 


E 


: 


Na reports would be 
and there would be a conflict on 
as to which to consider first. The question 
settled => vote of the House. This frequently caused 
serious y. 


In 1820 the calendar for bills to be considered by the 
Committee of the Whole was established to insure orderly 
consideration of the important bills, while other bills were 
taken up as they were reported. From this grew the 
peers calendar system. 


State of the Union) ; the House calendar (the calendar 
for the Committee of the Whole House); the Private 
Calendar (for private bills) and the Consent Calendar 
(for bills ee a ee 


Unless removed from these calendars by 


EE 
rule to consider a given 
in the order in which 


Liquor Regulation Cont'd 


1917-20 


As a quintanetien measure which was undoubtedly over- 
stressed by the proponents of national prohibition, the 
Foderal Congress enacted the so-called War-time Prohibi- 
tion Act. This law was advocated not only as a food 
conservation measure but also as a conservation measure 
for transportation, fuel, and labor. It forbade the manu- 
facture and the importation of distilled liquors for bev- 
erage purposes, and authorized the President at his discre- 
tion to reduce the alcoholic content of beer and wine, and 
to limit, regulate, and prohibit the use of food materials 
in the manufacture of beer and wine. It was intended 
to be a temporary measure and to continue in force only 
until peace had been declare< and the military forces of 
the United States had been demobilized. Before this date, 
however, the Eighteenth Amendment was not only sub- 
mitted but ratified by the states. 








Prohibition Record Cont'd 


voted on the Bi pat - 
peal. Yeas, 2-9; 
Adopted abner @ 
states. 
June 29 Seat Democratic anion Tisies e wt 
ssion” . Yeas, nays, 
outright and im- 


recommending” outright re- 
690 19-36; not voting. 39 
containing protection 


Adopted major se Sue 


muy 8 < ‘Sone Sieciticene petitioned 
Speaker Garner for an immediate vote on a beer bill, 
before adjournment. 

July 11 the Senate voted on:motion by Senator Robin- 
sn. of Arkansas, to refer to the judiciary committee the 
Bingham beer amendment to the home loan bank bill. 
Yeas, 50; nays, 25; not voting, 21. 

July 16 the Senate voted to consider the Glass resolu- 
tion to amend the eighteenth amendment. Yeas, 37; nays, 
21; not voting, 38. 


This Month's Contributors 


Dr. Ella A. Boole, President National Woman's Christian Tem- 
perance Union. 

Aug. A. Busch, President, Anheuser-Busch (Inc.). 

James W. Collier, U. S. Representative, Miss., Dem. 

Jere Cooper, U. S. Representative, Tenn., Dem. 

Prank Crowther, U. S. Representative, N. Y., Rep. 

Edward B. Dunford, Attorney, Anti-Saloon League of America. 


Ernest A. Grant, expert on economic and sociological research. 
Since 1930 he has been d in special work for the Bureau 
of Prohibition, Department of Justice. His chronology — 
on page 2 is not an ee official document but was prepared 
Grant especially for the Dicest 


Willis C. Hawley, U. S. Representative, Oreg., Rep. 

William E. Hull, U. S. Representative, Ill., Rep. 

John J. O'Connor, U. S. Representative, N. Y., Dem. 

Heartsill Ragon, U. S. Representative, Ark., Dem. 

Morgan Sanders, U. S. Representative, Tex., Dem. 

Mrs. Willism Tilton, Chairman Woman’s National Committee 
for Education Again Alcohol. 

Chas. B. Timberlake, U.S. Representative, Colo., Rep. 

Allen T. Treadway, U. S. Representative, Mass., Rep. 


This Month's Sources 


1—Hearings Ways and Means Committee, December 7, 1932. 
2—Hearings Ways and Means Committee, December 13, 1932. 





3—Speech in the U. S. House of Representatives, Dec. 11, 1931. 
4—Report of Committee on Ways and Means or, H.R. 13742, 
House Report No. 1800, December 16, 1932. 
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